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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE COUNTY OF WAYNE 

CITY OF DETROIT and the DETROIT 
WATER AND SEWER."'GE DEPARTMENT, 

Plaintiffs, 

VS. 

SYBILL INC. 

Defendant. 

7'~)--~S( .. · • . ·! ~)··.;.-_.:.:_··; ,_-_._·1-_- l. ,. ..... ,.... ... - .., ,_ /f.:::::...- '·/~.:j 

DETJ-:.:0 r·r CI"f Y DF 

SYBil_[_ INC 

Hon. Roland Olzark 

------~~~~~~~~~--------~~~~~~~----~/ 
FINK, ZAUSMER & KAUFMAN, P C. RICHARD D.CONNORS (P40749) 
AVERY K. WlLLIAMS (P3473!) PLUNKETT & COONEY. P.C. 
MARSHEUA E. BEL YUE (P55700) 505 N. Woodward Ave .. Suite 3000 
Special Assistant Corporation Counsel Bloomfield Hills. Michigan 48304 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs (248) 901-4050 
2430 First National Building 
Detroit, Michigan 48226 
(313) 963-3873 

--------------------------------------------------------~/ 

AMENDED AND REST A TED CONSENT JUDGMENT 

At a session of said Court, held in the City of Detroit, County 
ofW~yne. State ofMichigan on--------------------

PRESENT: Honorable-------------------------

WHEREAS, Plaintiffs, have filed a Complaint and a subsequent motion 

alleging that Defendant, Sybil!, Inc. ("Defendant" or "Sybill") among other things: (1) 

discharged wastewater with pollutant concentrations in excess of applicable pretreatment 

standards and limitations; (2) discharged wastewater without permit or authorization in 

violation of City of Detroit Ordinance 34-96 (successor to former City of Detroit Ordinance 

23-86); (3) failed to pay duly assessed costs pursuant to Ordinance 34-96; ( 4) violated City of 

Detroit Ordinance 34-96; (5) violated the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. §1251 et ~; (6) 



violated the Michigan Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act ("MNREPA"), 

MCL. 324.101 ~ ~; and (7) caused a public nuisance. 

WHEREAS, February 14, 1995, the parties executed and entered that certain 

Consent Judgment providing for certain injunctive and civil penalty relief; 

WHEREAS, on January 6, 1996, the Court entered that certain Order 

reinstating injunctive relief. 

WHEREAS, the parties have agreed that resolution of this matter by entry of 

this Consent Judgment, without further litigation, is the most appropriate means of resolving 

this matter; 

NOW, THEREFORE. without trial of any issue of fact or law and upon consent 

of the parties, by their duly-authorized representatives: 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED 

I. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this Consent 

Judgment pursuant to MCL 600.601 and MCL 600.605 of the Revised Judicarure Act. MCL 
' 

600.601 et ~;Sections 3114 and 3115 of the MNREPA, MCL 324.3114 of!YINREPA, MCL 

324.3115, respectively, the Clean Water Act 33 USC§ 1251 et~, City of Detroit Ordinance 

34-96, and 40 CFR Part 403. 

2. The undersigned representative for each party certifies that he/she is fully 

authorized by the party or parties whom he/she represents to enter into the terms and conditions 

of this amended and restated judgment (the "Judgment") and to legally bind the party or parties 

to this Judgment. 

3. This Judgment shall apply to and be binding upon the parties, and upon 

their successors and assigns and upon those persons only. 
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4. Nothing contained in this Judgment or in any exhibit thereto, nor its 

ultimate entry shall be construed or considered as an admission of liability with respect to any 

allegation in any pleading. or an admission or evidence of any wrongdoing or misconduct on the 

part of any party. 

5. The Court determines that the terms and conditions contained herein are 

reasonable, adequate! y resolve the environmental and legal issues raised in Plaintiffs' Complaint 

and properly protect the waters of the City of Detroit, the State of Michigan and the United 

States. 

6. The Court Order of January 6, 1996, reinstating injunctive relief is 

hereby dissol ved and ofno further effect as ofthe date of entry of this Judgment 

A. Violation Pavment 

7. Sybill , Inc. shall pay One Hundred Ninety Three Thousand Two Hundred 

Twenty-Five Dollars and Ninety-Three cents ($193,225.93), including any accrued and unpaid 

interest or penalties, if any, in full satisfaction of Plaintiffs' claims for violations as alleged in 

their Complaint filea herein through the date of this Judgment. This payment includes Seventy 

Five Thousand ($75,000.00) Dollar::: in cost assessments and penalties and One Hundred 

Eighteen Thousand Two Hundred Twenty-Five Dollars Ninety-Three cents ($118,225.93) for 

sewerage charges related to charges for effluent discharges that exceed sewage estimates based 

upon the inbound water to the Facility. Payment shall be made as follows: 

a. Defendant shall pay One Hundred Ninety-Three Thousand Two Hundred 

Twenty-Five and Ninety-Three cents ($193,225.93) in twenty (20) quarterly payments ofNine 

Thousand Six Hundred Sixty-One dollars and Thirty cents ($9,661.30) over a five (5) year 
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period. The initial payment must be paid to the DWSD within seven (7) days of entry of this 

Judgment. 

b. In the event any installment payment is not made, the unpaid installment 

shall bear interest at the rate of 1 12% per month on said unpaid amount until it is paid in full. 

Interest shall be compounded annually. Any payments made under this Judgment shall first be 

applied to interest accrued thereon and then to unpaid principal amounts. There shall be no 

penalty for prepayment of any amount. 

8. All payments shall be made by certified check, or cashier's check, or other 

immediately available funds made payable to the Detroit Water and Sewerage Department and 

delivered to the Manager of the Industrial Waste Control Division of the Detroit Water and 

Sewerage Department at 303 S. Livernois, Detroit, Michigan 48209. 

B. Stipulated Penalties 

9. In addition to and not in limitation of any other civil, criminal, legal or 

administrative action which may be appropriate, if Defendant, Sybill, Inc. fails to fully and 

timely comply witn this Judgment, any applicable effluent discharge limit established or 

imposed pursuant to its duly-authorized wastewater discharge permit, 40 CFR Part 403, the City 

of Detroit Ordinance 34-96, or established or imposed by any other applicable law, it shall pay 

stipulated penalties in accordance with the following schedule: 

a. During the first twenty-four (24) months after entry of this Judgment, 

Sybil! shall pay stipulated penalties of Three Hundred ($300.00) Dollars per day for each 

violation. 

b. During the remaining thirty-six (36) months of this Judgment, Sybill shall 

pay stipulated penalties of One Hundred ($1 00.00) Dollars per day for each violation. 
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c. ·In the event any payment due pursuant to this Judgment remains unpaid 

for more than thirty (30) days, Sybill shall not be subject to a monetary stipulated penalty. 

Sybill hereby stipulates to the automatic discontinuation of any privileges Sybill has to discharge 

wastew ... :er to Plaintiffs' sewer system from its facility until further order of the DWSD and the 

Court without further action by this Court. Plaintiff may effectuate this provision by giving 

Sybill written notice under this Judgment. 

d. Payment of stipulated penalties for future vio lations of any applicable 

pretreatment standard or requirement is not in lieu of, nor will it abate, any action to recover 

civil penalties or fines for violation of any applicable laws including, but not limited to, the City 

of Detro it Ordinance 34-96, 40 CFR Part 403. this Judgment or Defendant' s wastewater 

discharge permit. The stipulated penal ties are in addi tion to and not in limitation of Plaintiffs ' 

rights to seek civi l penalties for any violations for which stipulated penalties are imposed. 

e. In any dispute over the applicability of stipulated penalties, Defendant 

shall bear the burden of proving that it is not subject to stipulated penalties, provided that any 

challenge be made' in writing and completed within seven (7) days of receipt of a notice of 

noncompliance from Plaintiffs. In the event Defendant makes such a challenge, the Department 

will respond to such challenge within seven (7) days of receipt of same. Any monies paid 

pursuant to subparagraph (g) will be returned to Defendant if the Department determines that 

stipulated penalties do not apply. 

f. All stipulated penalties should be made by certified check, or cashier's 

check or other immediately ':vailable funds made payable to the Detroit Water and Sewerage 

Department and delivered to the Manager of the Industrial Waste Control Division of the Detroit 

Water and Sewerage Department at 303 S. Livernois, Detroit, Michigan 48209. 
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g. All stipulated penalties shall be paid within seven (7) days of the date 

Sybill, Inc. is notified of the violation for which stipulated penalties are imposed. 

C. Injunctive Relief 

10. Der'endant shall immediately comply with the terms and conditions of the 

attached wastewater discharge Permit No. 914-003 (Exhibit 1) or any subsequently issued 

modification to Permit No. 914-003 and all applicable laws, including, but not limited to, 

Ordinance 34-96, the Michigan Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act 

("MNREPA") MCL 334.3 101 et~ and the Clean Water Act, 33 USC §1251 et seq and 40 

CFR Part 403. 

11. Sybill shall also: 

a. Conduct a waste strength determination jointly with the Department in 

accordance with the Surcharge Rules and Regulations within sixty (60) days of the execution 

of the Protocol Sampling Agreement mentioned in subparagraph (b). 

b. Negotiate and execute a mutually acceptable Protocol Sampling 

Agreement with DWSD's Surcharge Section within thirty (30) days of entry of this Consent 

Judgment. The agreed upon protoco l and Surcharge Rules and Regulations will be used to 

conduct the waste strength determination. The waste strength determination value will be used 

by the Commercial Billing unit ofDWSD's Commercial Division to calculate Sybill's surcharge 

bills from January 1, 1999 forward until such time as amended by a succeeding waste strength 

determination. 

c. Submit all laboratory sample results from the waste strength 

determination to the DWSD immediately upon receipt of same. 
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d. Negotiate and execute a mutually acceptable payment plan with 

Commercial Billing for the amount owed pursuant to subparagraph (b) after the completion of 

the above-referenced waste strength determination, unless otherwise specified by the 

Department. Defendant shall, within one hundred-eighty ( 180) days of execution of this 

Amended Consent Judgment, submit a proposed payment plan to the DWSD Commercial 

Division with :1 copy to the Industrial Waste Control Division. In the event Plaintiffs do not 

respond to the proposed plan within ninety (90) days, Defendant shall begin escrowing 

~~It a monthly report to Comrr:ercial Billing and the IWC cont · · ng 

me of wastewater discharged from the facility for the preceding month on the 51
h day 

' 
f each month during the life of this Judgment. The Department will use reports submitted 

pursuant to this subparagraph to calculate all applicable charges against Sybil!, including but 

f. A void any interference or tampering with the Department" s fresh-water 

meter and/or Defendant's flow meter. 

g. Submit an updated Standard Operating Procedures ("SOP") Manual to 

the DWSD within thirty (30) days from the entry of this Judgment. The manual must be 

certified by an authorized representative of Sybil! as being in full force and effect. 

h. Conduct an annual review of its SOP ManuaL In addition, Sybill must 

immediately notify the Department of any changes made to the SOP manual. 

1. Submit a written request to the DWSD for the Industrial Waste Control 

Division to facilitate any meeting made necessary under this Judgment. 
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12. Defendant shall submit certification from its authorized representative 
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E. Fonn ofNotice 

14. Notices, reports or other communications shall be either hand delivered 

or sent certified mail return receipt requested. Notices shall be deemed submitted on the date 

they are either delivered. if by hand delivery, or post-marked if sent by certified mail. Written 

notification to or communication with the parties required by the tenns of this Consent 

Judgment shall be addressed as follows: 

If to the DWSD: 

Stephen F. Gorden. Director 
Detroit Water & Sewerage Department. 
5th Floor, Water Board Building 
735 Randolph 
Detroit. MI 48226 

Stephen J. Kuplicki, P.E. 
Manager, Industrial Waste Control Division 
Detroit Water and Sewerage Department 
303 S. Livernois 
Detroit, MI 48209 

With a copy to: 

A very K. Williams, Esq. 
FINK, ZAUSMER & KAUFMAN, P.C. 
1917 Penobscot Building 
Detroit, MI 48226 

If to Defendant: 

Bill Madias 
Sybil!, Inc. 
4440 Wyoming 
Dearborn, MI 48126 

With a copy to: 

Richard D. Connors, Esq. 
PLUNKETT & COONEY, P.C. 
505 North Woodward Avenue, Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48304 
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F, General Provisions 

15. Except as provided herein, there shall be no modification of this Consent 

Judgment without the prior written approval of all of the parties. 

16. Except as otherwise provided or reserved under the terms of this 

Judgment, this Judgment shall constitute full release from and satisfaction of and complete 

discharge from any liability and any and all claims, actions, losses, causes of action, damages 

and allegations referenced in this Judgment or contained in any pleading filed in this case prior 

to and as of the date of entry of this Judgment for Sybil! and its shareholders, directors. officers, 

agents, representatives, attorneys, successors and assigns. 

17. This Court shall retain jurisdiction of this me1tter for the purpose of 

enabling the parties of this Judgment to apply to the Court for any further order that may be 

needed to construe, carry out. or enforce compliance with the terms of this Judgment. 

18. In the event of a default by Defendant in the payment of any monies, 

interests, costs or fees payable under this Judgment. all payments, unpaid interest. costs or fees 

shall become immediately due and payable provided that Defendant shall receive written notice 

by certified mail of any alleged default and shall have seven (7) days from the date receipt of 

the notice to cure said default to Plaintiffs' satisfaction. Plaintiffs shall not be barred from 

seeking additional penalties, interest, costs and fees to the fullest extent allowed by law. 

19. This Consent Judgment in no way alters or releases Defendant's 

responsibility to comply with any and all other federal, state or local law, regulations or permit 

conditions; Defendant is responsible for achieving and maintaining complete compliance with 

all applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations and permits and compliance with this 

Judgment shall not be a defense to any actions commenced pursuant to such laws or regulations. 

10 



20. Plaintiffs expressly reserve the right to pursue all remedies available to 

it to remedy all subsequent violations of the Act, the Ordinance, the permit or applicable law 

not specifically plead in the Complaint filed in this matter. The Department acknowledges that 

it does not routinely seek additional civil penalties for violations that are subject to stipulated 

penalties unless the industrial user's current compliance history suggests that it cannot or will 

not achieve compliance without further action. 

21. Nothing herein shall be construed to limit the authority of Plaintiffs to 

undertake any action against any person, including Defendant, in response to conditions which 

may be present and which may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to the public 

health. welfare or the environment. 

"J'l This Consent Judgment does not limit or affect the rights of Plaintiffs 

against any third parties (parties not specifically part of this Judgment); nm does this Judgment 

crectte any rights in ctny third parties. 

23. This Judgment shall be interpreted m a manner consistent with all 

applicctble law. 

24. The provisions of this Consent Judgment shall be severable and should 

any provisions be declared by a Court of competent jurisdiction to be inconsistent with state or 

federal law and therefore unenforceable, the remaining provisions shall remain in full force and 

effect. 

25. This Judgment shall be binding upon the parties and their heirs, 

successors and assigns. 

11 



26. This Judgment shall terminate March 31, 2004, provided Defendant has 

paid all sums and amounts due pursuant to this Judgment, which in any event shall be due and 

payable in full on or before March 31, 2004 . 

. w
7 

ere by consent to entry of this Judgment. 
/ 

DETROIT WATER AND SEWERAGE DEPARTMENT 

By: 
~s=T=EP~H~E=N~F-.o=o=RD~=EN~---------

Its: Director 

THIS JUDGMENT RESOL YES PENDING CLAIMS AND 
CLOSES THE CASE EXCEPT FOR ACTIONS TO ENFORCE 
COMPLIANCE WITH THE TERMS OF THE JUDGMENT. 

IT IS SO ORDERED: 

Circuit Court Judge 
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SYBILL, INC. 
TECHNICAL SUPPORT DOCUMENT 

1. Cover Page: 

2. Table of Contents: 

3. Synopsis of Case: 

4. Significant Aspects of Referral: 

5. Multimedia and Governmental Coordination: 

6. Description of Defendant 

A.l SRS Environmental, Inc. (a.k.a. Sybill, Inc., or Sybil!) 
111 Military 
Detroit, Michigan 48209 

SIC code: 4953 (Refuse Systems) 

Sybill is located in a mixed industrialized, commercial and residential area of southwest 
Detroit. Residences can be seen as close as a few hundred feet from the site. This is an 
environmental justice community that has been a high priority enforcement target area for 
Region 5 and Wayne County, Michigan's Department of Environment. Through the 
Southeast Michigan geographic initiative team, EPA has listened to community input that 
has identified Sybil! as a chief concern of the local community. 

Sybill operates a used oil processing facility that separates marketable oils from oil-water 
mixtures. These wastes include spent coolants and oils, and industrial waste liquids. 
Sybill also receives waste waters that are contanrinated with small amounts of oils, for 
treatment. These wastes include underground storage tank rinse waters, landfillleachates 
and excavation waters. The treated wastewater is then disposed of in the sanitary sewer. 
The facility was originally a part of an old Fisher Body Plant waste water treatment 
facility that operated here prior to its closing in 1991, but was substantially modified by 
Sybil!. The outdoor tanks were part of the GM facility. Sybill installed the indoor tanks 
prior to start-up. During a multi-media inspection in March, 2000, Sybill representatives 
provided EPA inspectors with a process description and plant diagram that they described 
as being current. Attachment. 

Steam heat sparging is employed to remove the water from the oils. Used oils with a 
high rag content (a layer of water and oil mixed together) are treated by "acid shocking" 
in several treatment tanks. Sybil! also uses propriety chemical treatments using 
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aluminum sulfate or polymers. Oils are also "polished" in these tallies, which entails 
further heat or chemical treatment to improve product specifications, specifically, to 
reduce the water content. 

Odorous substances, such compounds containing sulfur or solvents, might be contained in 
incoming shipments of used oil or oil/water mixtures. Processing and transfer of these 
materials may cause the release of odors, including hazardous air pollutants, into the air. 
Odors can be released by the acid shocking of heated oil/water mixtures. In some 
instances, used oils may be attacked by anaerobic bacteria during storage, causing 
particularly intense and unpleasant odors that have a "sulfur-like" or "rotten-egg" smell 
associated with hydrogen sulfide and other sulfur compounds. The industry is known to 
receive oils that contain some amount of solvents or other volatile organic hazardous air 
pollutants (VHAP) that may be listed in Section 112 of the Clean Air Act, although the 
VOHAP content may be low. 

Sybil! operates a natural gas package boiler that emits combustion by-products such as 
nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide. This boiler is used to provide process steam. 

Currently, the potential air contaminant emission points include certain indoor tanks 
(such as Tanks 20 through 30) where incoming used oil materials are received prior to 
treatment, and Tanks 11 and 12, where these oils are processed through heating and 
chemical treatment. Tanks 9 and 14 receive waste waters for treatment. These tanks, 
except Tanks 20 through 30, are vented to a multi-stage venturi and packed tower 
scrubbers and a carbon adsorber, hereinafter "scrubber system." Cleaned gases are then 
vented to a stack. There are also five large storage tanks outside the building, two of 
which are vented to the scrubber system. Emissions potential exists due to mechanical 
mixing, chemical treating, and heating of the material through direct injection of steam 
heat (sparging) in the tanks. Emissions from these occur at the scrubber stack. There are 
also emissions associated with the displacement of vapors while filling of storage and 
processing tanks from incoming truck loads of waste materials. Emissions can also occur 
at the oil/water separators (sumps) inside the building. 

A.2 There are no other proposed defendants. 

A.3 Corporate liability issues: The chief executive officer is V asilios C. Madias, President. 
EPA believes that Mr. Madias controls the company's operations. In its report, Dun & 
.Bradstreet identified SRS Environmental, Inc. as a secondary name of Sybil!, Inc. 

State oflncorporation and Principle Place of Business of Defendant: Mr. Madias 
operates SRS Environmental and Sybil!, Inc. from his office at 3345 Greenfield Road, 
Melvindale, Michigan. 

A.4 Region 5 believes Sybil! Inc. is a small business under the Small Business Regulatory 
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Enforcement Fairness Act (SBREF A), and has treated it as such. The Dun & Bradstreet 
report does not identity the number of employees, nor does it identifY sales figures. 
Attachment. At the inspection, we determined that 12 individuals are employed at 
Sybill's Military Avenue plant. Others are employed at SRS Enviromnental trucking 
operations, and the headquarters office in Melvindale. During the March 2000 
multimedia inspection, we provided a SBREF A fact sheet to Sybil!. We also provided 
the fact sheet as an attachmentto the 114 information request issued on July 13, 2000. 

A.4 Identity of Other Potential Defendants: None 

B State of incorporation: Michigan? 

C No other potential defendants 

7. Description of Violations 

A. Nature of Violations 

The case rests primarily on federally enforceable construction permits issued to Sybil! by 
the Wayne County. There are also violations of Section 114 of the Clean Air Act, as 
explained later. 

Permit violations: On December 12, 1994, Wayne County issued a permit letter to Sybil! 
outlining conditions for installation permit numbers C-10504 through C-10519. 
Attachment. This permit letter covered seven non-hazardous liquid waste processing 
tanks, three product oil storage tanlcs with activated carbon canisters, two incoming waste 
oil storage tanks, wastewater clarifier tank No. 5, two venturi scrubbers, a packed bed 
caustic scrubber, and two parallel activated carbon adsorbers. Sybil! conducted stack 
testing in 1995 while this permit was in effect. 

On August21, 1995, Wayne County issued a second permit letter to authorize use of 
storage tanks S3 through S6 as product tanks and Tank 19 as for storage of treated 
wastewater. 

On August 12, 1997, Wayne County issued a revised permit letter to Sybil!, Inc. outlining 
conditions for installation permit numbers WC-11666, C-1 0504 through C-1 0519, C-
11194, and C-11340 through C-11345. Attachment. This revised permit letter replaced 
the 1994 permit, and covered fifteen non-hazardous liquid waste processing tanks, two 
product oil storage tanks with activated carbon canisters, two incoming oil storage tanks, 
one buffer storage tank with activated carbon canister, wastewater clarifier tank No. 5, 
and the scrubber system. 

The permits contain various terms and conditions that regulate how Sybil! may operate its 
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waste oil and waste water processing operation so that emissions of organic compounds 
and compounds containing sulfur, including odorous compounds, may be minimized. 
Sybil! has a history of not complying with these terms and conditions, as discussed 
below. 

On March 27 through March 28, 2000, U.S. EPA conducted multi-media inspections and 
records reviews at the Sybil! facility. Attachment. Wayne County also conducted 
inspections and records reviews at the Sybil! facility on March 27 through March 30, 
2000, as part of the multi~media investigation. Wayne County's detailed records review 
of facility records indicated noncompliance with the special terms and conditions of the 
Wayne County's August 12, 1997 installation permit, as follows: 

Sybil! failed to comply with Special Condition 10, which requires Sybil! to submit 
written notifications of scrubber system outages, by not submitting written notifications 
for scrubber system outages on the following dates: 

May 17, 1999 to May 21, 1999 
June 7, 1999 to June 10, 1999 
June 14, 1999 to June 18, 1999 
July 8, 1999 
July 11, 1999 

Sybil! failed to comply with Special Condition 21, which prohibits Sybil! from 
processing waste oil while the scrubber system is not operating properly, by processing 
waste oil while the scrubber system was not operating or operating properly on the 
following dates: 

May 14, 1999 
May 17, 1999toMay21, 1999 
June 7, 1999 to June 10, 1999. 
June 14, 1999 to June 18, 1999 
July 8, 1999 
July 11, 1999 
November 9, 1999 
December 9, 1999 
December 22, 1999 
December 24, 1999 
December 27 to December 30, 1999 
February 6, 2000 
March 6 to March 9, 2000 
March 12 to March 21, 2000 

Sybil! failed to comply with Special Condition 32, which requires Sybil! to conduct 
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chemical treatment of waste material "in accordance with methods, procedures, and 
specifications accepted by the Division", by conducting such treatment while the scrubber 
system was not operating properly on the following dates: 

May 14, 1999 
May 17, 1999 to May 21, 1999 
June 7, 1999 to June 10, 1999 
June 14, 1999 to June 18, 1999 
July 8, 1999 
July 11, 1999 
November 9, 1999 
December 9, 1999 
December 22, 1999 
December 24, 1999 
December 27 to December 30, 1999 
February 6, 2000 
March 6 to March 9, 2000 
March 12 to March 21, 2000 

Sybill failed to comply with Special Condition 3 7, which requires a minimum flowrate to 
the caustic scrubber of 85 gallons per minute, by not maintaining the required minimum 
flowrate on the following dates: 

November 9, 1999 
December 22, 1999 
December 24, 1999 
December 27 to December 28, 1999 
December 30, 1999 to February 6, 2000 
March 6 to March 9, 2000 

Sybill failed to comply with Special Condition 42, which requires Sybill to maintain the 
packed bed caustic scrubber control efficiency at 99 percent or better, by not maintaining 
the required minimum control efficiency due to scrubber outages on the following dates, 
while processing occurred: 

May 17, 1999toMay21, 1999 
June 7, 1999 to June 10, 1999 
June 14, 1999 to June 18, 1999 
July 8, 1999 
July 11, 1999 
November 9, 1999 
December 9, 1999 
December 22, 1999 
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December 24, 1999 
December 27 to December 30, 1999 

Sybil! failed to comply with Special Condition 44, which requires Sybil! to maintain the 
caustic addition feed rate to the caustic scrubber solution at 1.05 gallons per minute, by 
not maintaining the minimum feed rate while processing occurred, on the following 
dates: 

May 17, 1999 to May 21, 1999 
June 7, 1999 to Jtme 10, 1999 
June 14,1999 to June 18, 1999 
July 8, 1999 
July 11, 1999 
November 9, 1999 
December 9, 1999 
December 22, 1999 
December 24, 1999 
December 27 to December 30, 1999 

Sybil! failed to comply with Special Condition 45, which requires Sybil! to maintain the 
blowdown rate from the caustic bed scrubber at a rate of at least 7.5 gallons per minute, 
by not maintaining the minimum rate on the following dates: 

May 17, 1999 to May 21, 1999 
June 7, 1999 to June 10, 1999 
June 14, 1999 to June 18, 1999 
July 8, 1999 
July 11, 1999 
August 23, 1999 
December 9, 1999 
December 27, 1999 
December 30, 1999 to February 6, 2000 
March 12 to March 19,2000 

Sybill failed to comply with Special Condition 49, which requires Sybil! to maintain a 
carbon adsorber replacement log. During the inspections, Sybil! could not produce such a 
log. 

Sybil! failed to comply with Special Condition 50, which requires Sybil! to maintain a 
written log for scrubber system parameters. Sybill did not keep such a log from July 13, 
1999 to July 26, 1999, and did not keep all required log entries on the following dates: 

November 19,1999 
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November 29, 1999 
December 17,1999 
December 21, 1999 

Sybill failed to comply with Special Condition 53, which requires Sybil! to keep an acid 
and caustic log, and to provide it upon request. During the multimedia inspection, Sybil! 
could not produce such a log. 

Sybill failed to comply with Special Condition 55, which requires Sybil! to keep a 
processing log identifying, for each processing tank and storage tank, the identification of 
waste oil generator, the waste oil temperature, the amounts and types of chemicals used in 
processing, the number of gallons of waste oil treated, the processing time and tank 
identification on a daily basis. Sybil! was not recording tank temperatures, the amounts 
of chemicals added, and gallons treated. 

Sybill failed to comply with Special Condition 59, which prohibits Sybil! from 
processing waste material by way of acidification while the scrubber system is not 
operating properly, by processing waste material while the scrubber system was not 
operating properly on the following dates: 

May 14, 1999 
May 17, 1999 to May 21, 1999 
June 7, 1999 to June 10, 1999 
June 14, 1999 to June 18, 1999 
July 8, 1999 
July 11, 1999 
November 9, 1999 
December 9, 1999 
December 22, ·1999 
December 24, 1999 
December 27, 1999 to February 6, 2000 
March 6 to March 9, 2000 
March 12 to March 21, 2000 

By not complying with the special terms and conditions of the Wayne County installation 
permit as set forth above, Sybil! violated 40 C.P.R.§ 52.231 and§ 110 of the Clean Air 

1Section 52.23 reads: "Failure to comply with any provisions of this part, or with any 
approved regulatory provision of a State implementation plan, or with any permit condition or 
permit denial issued pursuant to approved or promulgated regulations for the review of new or 
modified stationary or indirect sources, or with any permit limitation or condition contained 
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Act. 

During the March 27 through March 28, 2000 inspections, U.S. EPA and Wayne County 
inspectors observed processing tanks 26 through 30, and a 16 million Btu/hour boiler, 
which were installed without Wayne Cmmty installation permits, in violation of 
Michigan SIP Rule R336.l201 and Section 113 of the Clean Air Act. 

On April4, 2000, U.S. EPA received a stack test report from Sybil! summarizing the 
results of stack tests that Sybill conducted on the scrubber system exhaust on September 
18, 1995. Attachment. The results of the September 18,_1995 stack test revealed an 
average volatile organic compound (VOC) emission rate of 0.241 pounds per hour, which 
exceeds the 0.01 pound per hour emission limit contained in Special Condition 25 ofthe 
installation permit letter issued by Wayne County on December 12, 1994, and in Special 
Condition 25 of the installation permit letter issued by Wayne County on August 12, 
1997. 

The results of the September 18, 1995 stack test revealed an average hydrogen sulfide 
emission rate of 0.580 pounds per hour, which exceeds the 0.00065 pound per hour 
emission limit contained in Special Condition 24 of the installation permit letter issued by 
Wayne County on December 12, 1994, and in Special Condition 24 of the installation 
permit letter issued by Wayne County on August 12, 1997. 

By not complying with the Special Conditions 24 and 25 of the Wayne County 
installation permits as set forth above, Sybill violated 40 C.F .R. § 52.23 and § 110 of the 
Clean Air Act. 

Evidence of the permit-related violations consists primarily of Sybill's operating logs 
reviewed by U.S. EPA and Wayne County inspectors during the on-site multi-media 
inspection during the week of March 27, 2000. Additionally, the inspection revealed the 
installation of a new package boiler and Tanks 26-3 0, for which construction permits 
were not issued. This is documented in U.S. EPA's Clean Air Act report for this 
inspection. Attachment. 

Section 114 violations: Sybill has also failed to respond to a Clean Air Act Section 114 
information request, issued on April 27, 2001. The information request called for stack 
testing for the inlet and outlet of the scrubber system, emissions testing for the building 
roof vents and process fugitives that are ducted to the stack shall be performed 

within an operating permit issued under an EPA-approved program that is incorporated into the 
State implementation plan, shall render the person or govermnental entity so failing to comply in 
violation of a requirement of an applicable implementation plan and subject to enforcement 
action under Section 113 of the Clean Air Act." 
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simultaneously with the scrubber system testing, and in accordance with Methods 15 and 
18. 

Method 204, which determines whether a temporary or permanent enclosure meets the 
criteria for a total enclosure, was required for determining capture efficiency, Method 
204E was required for determining emissions from building vents that are not controlled. 

This testing was required to verify whether Sybill is in compliance with its permit. The 
last time Sybill conducted such testing was in 1995. In 2001, EPA required additional 
testing to verify the facility's major source status under new source review or MACT 
standards, and to better understand the nature of what it is emitting to the atmosphere. 

In order to assure that the scrubber system is perfonning within design specifications, and 
in so doing, maintaining continuous compliance with pennit limitations, EPA required 
Sybill to submit a plan for assuring complete monitoring and recordkeeping for the 
scrubber system performance parameters within 3 0 days of receipt of the information 
request. In response, Sybil! submitted a letter dated May 23, 2001 requesting that it not 
be required to respond to the 114 request pending a settlement with Wayne County. 
Attachment. Subsequent communications with Wayne County confirmed that no such 
settlement has been imminent. 

B. Environmental Consequences 

Sybill's processing operation emits various compounds, including VOCs and hydrogen 
sulfide. VOCs are precursors to the formation of ozone. Other VOCs that may be present 
in used oils, at least in small amounts, may include hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) that 
are regulated under Section 112 of the Clean Air Act (Act). The unpermitted gas-fired 
boiler emits nitrogen oxides (NOx). 

Ozone is a photochemical oxidant that forms in the atmosphere when three atoms of 
oxygen are combined (03). In the upper atmosphere, ozone occurs naturally and shields 
the Earth from the Sun's harmful ultraviolet radiation. At ground level, ozone adversely 
affects human health and damages vegetation and many common materials. It is a major 
component of urban smog. 

Ground level ozone is not emitted directly into the air, but rather is formed by complex 
chemical reactions between VOCs and NOx in the presence of sunlight. These reactions 
are stimulated by sunlight and temperature, so that peak ozone levels typically occur 
during hot weather. 

Ozone "precursors" (VOCs and NOx), as well as ozone itself, can be carried hundreds of 
miles from their origins, causing air pollution over wide regions. The reactivity of ozone 
causes health problems because it damages lung tissue, reduces lung function and 
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sensitizes the lungs to other irritants. When inhaled, even at low levels, ozone can cause 
acute respiratory problems such as shortness of breath, chest pain, wheezing, and 
coughing; aggravate asthma; cause significant temporary decreases in lung capacity; 
cause inflammation of lung tissue; lead to hospital admissions and emergency room 
visits; and impair the body's immune system defenses, making people more susceptible to 
respiratory illness, including bronchitis and pneumonia. Repeated exposure to ozone 
pollution for several months may cause permanent stmctural damage to the lungs. 

Because ozone pollution usually forms in hot weather, anyone who spends time outdoors 
in the sunnner is at risk, particularly children, moderate exercisers, and outdoor workers. 
Children are at greatest risk from exposure to ozone because their respiratory systems are 
still developing and are more susceptible to environmental threats. Children also breathe 
more air per pound of body weight than adults, thus increasing their exposure. People 
with existing lung disease, including asthma, chronic bronchitis, and emphysema, are at 
particular risk from high ozone levels. Since they already suffer from reduced ability to 
breathe, these individuals are often greatly affected by the increased impairment that can 
result from exposure to ozone. 

Ground-level ozone interferes with the ability of plants to produce and store food, so that 
growth, reproduction and overall plant health are compromised. By weakening sensitive 
vegetation, ozone makes plants more susceptible to disease, pests and environmental 
stresses. Ozone can kill or damage leaves so that they fall off the plants too soon or 
become spotted or brown, thus detrimentally affecting the natural beauty of many areas. 
The effects of ozone on long-lived species such as trees are believed to add up over many 
yeats so that whole forests or ecosystems can be affected. Additionally, ozone has been 
shown to reduce agricultural yields for many economically important crops such as 

. soybeans, kidney beans, wheat, and cotton. 

Hydrogen sulfide is not currently a listed pollutant under Section 112 of the Clean Air 
Act. Nevertheless, hydrogen sulfide health effects are documented in EPA's Integrated 
Risk Information System (IRIS) database. According to IRIS: 

"Hydrogen sulfide is acutely toxic to humans, as evidenced by the numerous reports of 
fatal poisonings from individuals killed by accidental exposure (Adelson and Sunshine, 
1966; Milby, 1962; Ohya et al., 1985; Osbem and Crapo, 1981; Spolyar, 1951; 
McDonald and Mcintosh, 1951; Anon., 1986; Deng and Chang, 1987; Campanaya et al., 
1989). According to the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health, hydrogen 
sulfide is a leading cause of sudden death in the workplace (NIOSH, 1977). The odor 
threshold is reported to be at 25 ppb (0.035 mg/cu.m); levels in the 3-5-ppm range cause 
an offensive odor. The inhalation RfC is below the reported odor threshold in humans. 
At levels around I 00 ppm, no odor is detected, due to loss of the olfactory sensation, 
resulting in loss of warning properties at lethal levels. In reports of acute poisoning, 
systemic intoxication can result from a single (one to two breaths) massive exposure to 
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concentrations usually greater than 1000 ppm (Deng and Chang, 1987; Spolyar, 1951). 
Inhalation of high levels of hydrogen sulfide act directly on the respiratory center, 
causing respiratory paralysis with consequent asphyxia and subsequent death (Anon., 
1986; Milby, 1962; Haggard, 1925; Adelson and Sunshine, 1966). At levels between 500 
and 1000 ppm, acute intoxication is associated with symptoms of sudden fatigue, 
headache, dizziness, intense anxiety, loss of olfactory function, nausea, abrupt loss of 
consciousness, disturbances of the optic nerves, hypertension, insomnia, mental 
disturbances, pulmonary edema, coma, convulsions, and respiratory arrest, followed by 
cardiac failure and often death (Burnett et al., 1977; Frank, 1986; Anon., 1986; Thoman, 
1969). Levels estimated at 250 ppm resulted in unconsciousness in three workers after 
several minutes of exposure (McDonald and Mcintosh, 1951 ). Cardiac effects in acute 
hydrogen sulfide intoxication have been reported in humans (Arnold et al., 1985) and 
laboratory animals (Kosrnider et al., 1967). If exposure is terminated promptly, recovery 
occurs quickly. However, neurological effects have been reported to persist in survivors 
of high-level exposure (Ahlborg, 1951). Two case studies noted neuropsychological 
dysfunction characterized by cognitive impairment; deficits of verbal fluency and 
disorders of written language; and impairment of various memory, psychomotor, and 
perceptual abilities in individuals acutely exposed to hydrogen sulfide (Hua and Huang, 
1988; Wasch et al., 1989). The damage that has been observed to persist after hydrogen 
sulfide exposure is not distinguishable from the effects of systemic anoxia or ischemia of 
the brain or heart, and no specific hydrogen sulfide chronic systemic toxicity has been 
defined (U.S. EPA, 1990). The human occupational and case study literature is not 
adequate for a basis for the RfC because exposure levels generally are poorly defmed, and 
results are confounded by concurrent exposures to other chemicals. Community 
epidemiological studies also have failed to define exposures. 

"Hydrogen sulfide is also a potent eye and mucous membrane irritant, even at low 
concentrations (50-200 ppm). Pulmonary edema is often a clinical fmding in persons 
who have been rendered unconscious by hydrogen sulfide exposure (Burnett et al., 1977; 
Thoman, 1969; Arnold et al., 1985; Campanaya et al. 1989). In several of the reported 
fatalities, the individuals apparently died of acute respiratory distress syndrome due to 
pulmonary edema (Anon., 1986). Irritation of the eye results in initial lacrimation, loss of 
coronary reflex, and changes in visual acuity and perception, usually at concentrations in 
excess of 50 ppm, which may progress to inflammation and ulceration, with the 
possibility of permanent scarring of the cornea in severe cases. Inflarrunation of the 
cornea of the eye has been reported in workers exposed to as low as 10 ppm hydrogen 
sulfide for 6-7 hours (Frank, 1986; Milby, 1962). 

"No data on human developmental effects of inhaled hydrogen sulfide were found, but, 
based on the limited information available in laboratory animals, hydrogen sulfide does 
not appear to induce developmental effects." 

Nitrogen dioxide (N02) belongs to a family of highly reactive gases called NOx. These 
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gases form when fuel is burned at high temperatures, and come principally from motor 
vehicle exhaust and stationary fuel combustion sources such as electric utilities and 
industrial boilers. A suffocating, brownish gas, nitrogen dioxide is a strong oxidizing 
agent that reacts in the air to fom1 corrosive nitric acid, as well as toxic organic nitrates. 
It also plays a major role in the atmospheric reactions that produce ground level ozone (or 
smog). 

N02 can irritate the lungs and lower resistance to respiratory infections such as influenza. 
The effects of short-term exposure are still unclear, but continued or frequent exposure to 
concentrations that are typically much higher than those normally found in the ambient 
air may cause increased incidence of acute respiratory illness in children. NOx 
contributes to ground level ozone formation and can have adverse effects on both 
terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems. NOx in the air can significantly contribute to a 
number of environmental effects such as acid rain and eutrophication in coastal waters 
like the Chesapeake Bay. Eutrophication occurs when a body of water suffers an increase 
in nutrients that leads to a reduction in the amount of oxygn in the water, producing an 
environment that is destructive to fish and other animal life. 

C. Seriousness and Gravity of Violations 

1. Type of Release or Discharge. Sybill primarily releases VOCs, nitrogen oxides and 
hydrogen sulfide. The VOCs and NOx are conventional (criteria) pollutants. Hydrogen 
sulfide is not a listed hazardous air pollutant under Section 112 of the Clean Air Act, but 
it is regulated under EPA's Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations. 40 
CFR § 52.21. 

2. Quantity of Discharge and Any Effects of the Discharge Relating to Bioaccumulation 
or Persistency. The emission limits for hydrogen sulfide is 0.00065 pound per hour. For 
VOCs the limit is 0.01 pounds per hour. The actual emissions as tested were much 
higher, as shown in Table 1 below. At these levels, emissions are annualized at 2.54 and 
1.05 tons/year, respectively. The emissions in question are not bioaccumulative or 
persistent in the enviromnent. 
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Table I 
Sybil!, Inc. Emission Rates 

POLLUTANT EMISSION LIMIT MEASURED ANNUALIZED 
EMISSION POTENTIAL 

hydrogen sulfide 0.00065 pound per 0.580 pounds per 2.54 tons/year 
hour hour 

VOCs 0.01 pounds per 0.241 pounds per 1.05 tons/year 
hour hour 

nitrogen oxides not established 1.65 pounds per 7.23 tons/year 
hour 

The stack test performed in 1995 showed exceedances of the construction permit. 
Although the emission rates were in excess of permit limits, they show stack emissions 
only, and do not quantify inlet rates so that scrubber efficiency may be calculated. 
Moreover, there may be a significant level of fugitive emissions that have not been 
quantified. 

3. Relationship Between Violations and any Environmental or Health Impact. The 
impact that this facility has had on the well-being of the community has been significant 
in terms of strong, overpowering odors. Since Sybill began operations in 1991, it has 
developed a notorious reputation for being a significant source of odoriferous emissions 
in the community2

• Wayne County has issued odor nuisance violation notices in response 
to hundreds of complaints. The odors are described as smelling like garlic or onions, or a 
petroleum-like smell. At higher levels of community exposure, the overpowering odors 
reportedly caused nausea, even to the point of triggering a gag reflex, as experienced by 
those unfortunate to experience it. 

EPA issued its 114 information request on April 27, 200 I, in an effort to better 
characterize Sybill's emissions. EPA widely uses its 114 authority to gather the 
information needed to protect public health. Without the specific information that EPA 
has requested of Sybil!, there is uncertainty as to what organic compounds are being 
emitted by Sybill, and to what extent. Sybill's failure to respond to the 114 request has 
hampered EPA's efforts to make assessments ofSybill's impact on the community. 

4. Prospects for Continuation of the Violations. Based on the long prior history of 
frequent violations of permit special conditions, it is reasonable to anticipate future 

2Sybill has become a major issue in terms of EPA's relationship with southwest Detroit, 
and environmental justice community which is a priority geographic initiative area for EPA. 
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violations. At the present time, for example, EPA believes that Sybil! continues to 
operate its scrubber system without maintaining the caustic solution required by the 
Wayne County pennit. Moreover, Sybil! has reportedly become less cooperative in its 
dealings with Wayne County in recent months, particularly since the two parties entered 
litigation. The long history of violations indicates the need for Federal action. At the time 
of the multi-media inspection in April 2000, there was some evidence that Sybil! was 
making efforts to improve scrubber performance by repairing con·oded components with 
stainless steel. Since then, EPA has received additional information indicating no 
progress by Sybil! in this regard. 

Recently there have been some negotiations between Wayne County's Air Quality 
Management Division and the County Court. These negotiations, to EPA's knowledge, 
have not been productive. Sybil! submitted a letter on May 23, 2001, in which it stated 
that it has agreed to modify the scrubber systems as part of settlements. Attachment. This 
implies that Sybil! will not take the necessary steps to come into compliance until after 
negotiations are concluded. Wayne County govennnent officials have generally 
indicated that the negotiations are not moving forward in a productive manner, and have 
not seen any finn action from the Court to encourage an expeditious settlement. 

5. Adverse Impact on the Agency's Regulatory Programs. The violations cited in EPA's 
NOV are closely related to the importance EPA places on the regulatory scheme requiring 
Sybil! to properly monitor the performance of its scrubbing system. When it fails to 
properly operate its equipment, or does not maintain proper records for scrubbing system 
performance or process conditions, EPA and Wayne County can no longer be assured of 
Sybill's continuous and ongoing compliance with its emission limitations. Sybili's 
failure to respond to the April 27, 200 I information request underscores the level of 
uncertainty about Sybill's ability to maintain compliance. 

8. Violation: Law and Evidence: 

A. Authority and Citation 

B. Elements for Each Claim 

C. Evidence Supporting Each Element 

(Organize by elements for each claim?) 

Evidence of the violations consists primarily of a review of Sybill's operating logs by 
U.S. EPA and Wayne County inspectors during the on-site multi-media inspection during 
the week of March 27, 2000. Also, the inspection revealed the installation of a new 
package boiler and Tanks 26-30, for which construction pennits were not issued. This is 
documented in U.S. EPA's Clean Air Act report for this inspection. 
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On March 27 and 28, 2000 U.S. EPA and Wayne County inspectors conducted a multi­
media investigation of Sybil!' s operations at 111 Military. This on-site investigation 
included a detailed review of Sybil!' s records. On March 29, Wayne County continued 
its review of these records, leading to the Wayne County's Letter of Violation Nos. 
SW041300-l and SW041300-2. 

Michigan's Rule 201 provides for approval of applications for permits to install subject to 
special conditions as necessary to assure compliance with the rule. Attachment. Rule 
203 specifies the required information to process a permit application. 40 C.P.R. § 52.23 
gives U.S. EPA authority to enforce emission limits and conditions contained in State 
construction permits issued pursuant to a SIP rule promulgated for the review of new or 
modified sources. Rule 208a, which has not been approved as part of the SIP, exempts 
through registration sources from new source review if certain conditions are met, 
including limits on actual emissions. These limits are 5 tons/year for any hazardous air 
pollutant, and 12.5 tons/year for combined HAPs, and 50 tons/year for each criteria 
pollutant. Attachment. 

D. Dates and Duration of Violations 

The permit violations are noted in detail above, and are cited in EPA's Notice of 
Violation to Sybil!. Attachment. These violations are based on an inspection of available 
records for the period of May 1999 through March 2000, when EPA and Wayne County 
conducted the most recent multi-media inspection. Since the inspection, one or more of 
the violations may be continuing. 

VIOLATION PERIOD OF VIOLATION 

Special Condition 10 - not submitting May 17, 1999 to May 21, 1999 
written notifications for scrubber system June 7, 1999 to June 10, 1999 
outages June 14, 1999 to June 18, 1999 

July 8, 1999 
July 11, 1999 
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Special Condition 21 - processing waste May 14, 1999 
oil while the scrubber system is not May 17, 1999 to May 21, 1999 
operating properly June 7, 1999 to June 10, 1999 

June 14, 1999 to June 18, 1999 
July 8, 1999 
July 11, 1999 
November 9, 1999 
December 9, 1999 
December 22, 1999 
December 24, 1999 
December 27 to December 30, 1999 
February 6, 2000 
March 6 to March 9, 2000 
March 12 to March 21, 2000 

Special Condition 32 -not conducting May 14,1999 
chemical treatment of waste material "in May 17, 1999 to May 21, 1999 
accordance with methods, procedures, and June 7, 1999 to June 10, 1999 
specifications accepted by the Division" June 14, 1999 to June 18, 1999 

July 8, 1999 
July 11, 1999 
November 9, 1999 
December 9, 1999 
December 22, 1999 
December 24, 1999 
December 27 to December 30, 1999 
February 6, 2000 
March 6 to March 9, 2000 
March 12 to March 21,2000 

Special Condition 3 7 - not maintaining a November 9, 1999 
minimum flowrate to the caustic scrubber December 22, 1999 
of 85 gallons per minute December 24, 1999 

December 27 to December 28, 1999 
December 30, 1999 to February 6, 2000 
March 6 to March 9, 2000 
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Special Condition 42 - not maintaining the May 17, 1999 to May 21, 1999 
required minimum control efficiency due June 7, 1999 to June 10, 1999 
to scrubber outages June 14, 1999 to June 18, 1999 

July 8, 1999 
July 11, 1999 
November 9, 1999 
December 9, 1999 
December 22, 1999 
December 24, 1999 
December 27 to December 30, 1999 

. 

Special Condition 44 - not maintaining the May 17, 1999 to May 21, 1999 
caustic addition feed rate to the caustic June 7, 1999 to June 10, 1999 
scrubber solution at 1.05 gallons per June 14, 1999 to June 18, 1999 
minute while processing occurred July 8, 1999 

July 11, 1999 
November 9, 1999 
December 9, 1999 
December 22, 1999 
December 24, 1999 
December 27 to December 30, 1999 

Special Condition 45 -not maintaining the May 17, 1999 to May 21, 1999 
blowdown rate from the caustic bed June 7, 1999 to June 10, 1999 
scrubber at a rate of at least 7.5 gallons per June 14, 1999 to June 18, 1999 
minute July 8, 1999 

July 11, 1999 
August 23, 1999 
December 9, 1999 
December 27, 1999 
December 30, 1999 to February 6, 2000 
March 12 to March 19, 2000 

Special Condition 49 - not maintaining a April inspection 
carbon adsorber replacement log 
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Special Condition 50 - not maintaining a Scrubber log could not be produced for July 13, 
written log for scrubber system parameters. 1999 to July 26, 1999 period, and did not keep 

all required log entries on: 

November 19,1999 
November 29, 1999 
December 17,1999 
December 21, 1999 

Special Condition 53 -not maintaining an Log could not be provided during March 27-29, 
acid and caustic log, and to provide it upon 2000 multi-media inspection 
request. 

Special Condition 55 -not maintaining a Log could not be provided during March 27-29, 
processing log tank temperatures, the 2000 multi-media inspection 
amounts of chemicals added, and gallons 
treated 

Special Condition 59 -processing waste May 14,1999 
material by way of acidification while the May 17, 1999toMay21, 1999 
scrubber system is not operating properly June 7, 1999 to June 10, 1999 

June 14, 1999 to June 18, 1999 
July 8, 1999 
July 11, 1999 
November 9, 1999 
December 9, 1999 
December 22, 1999 
December 24, 1999 
December 27, 1999 to February 6, 2000 
March 6 to March 9, 2000 
March 12 to March 21,2000 

Processing tanks 26 through 30 installed From date of installation through March 29, 
without Wayne County installation permit 2000 

Gas-fired boiler installed without Wayne From date of installation through March 29, 
County installation permit 2000 

Special Condition 24 - H2S emission limit September 18, 1995 stack test to present 

Special Condition 25 - VOC emission limit September 18, 1995 stack test to present 
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Section 114 request, received by Sybill on Sybill responded on October 4, 2000, after the 
July 22, 2000 due date of August 21, 2000 (An Administrative 

Order. was issued on September 14,2000 to 
compel a response) 

Section 114 request, received by Sybill on 
May 4, 2001 

Conduct VOC and H2S emissions testing Test by July 3, 2001; submit report by August 2, 
within 60 days. Submit test reports within 2001 
30 days of testing. 

Submit a scrubber parameter monitoring Submit by June'l8, 2001 
plan within 45 days. 

Implement H2S emissions monitoring Implement by June 18,2001 
within 45 days, Submit report within 30 
days of concluding 30 days of monitoring. 

Answer specific questions within 90 days Respond by August 9, 2001 

E. Application and Analysis 

F. Analysis of Strengths and Weaknesses of Evidence 

G. Additional Evidentiary Support 

Need Wayne County staff reports for permit reviews, inspection reports, etc. This file 
information has not been available due to litigation in County Court. 

H. Agency Interpretation and Case Law 

I. Relevant EPA Guidelines and Policies 

J. Authorized and Delegated Programs 

The 1985 Wayne County Ordinance, Chapter 4: Air Use Approval and Permits, was "not 
acted upon" in the May 13, 1993Federal Register. It is probably not federally 
enforceable. However, Rule 201: Air Use Approval, was incorporated into the Michigan 
SIP in·l980. This rule applies to all sources of"air contaminants." The rule contains no 

19 



language that restricts its applicability in Wayne County. Attaclnnent. 

Michigan Department of Environmental Quality has a contract with Wayne County to 
review permit applications, and if they are major sources, to issue permits from Lansing. 
Attaclnnent. Nonnally, MDEQ does not enforce "minor" sources in Wayne County, 
leaving that responsibility to Wayne County. 

40 CFR § 52.23 prohibits the violation of any permit condition if the permit was issued 
pursuant to an approved permit program. This applies to both construction and operating 
permits, issued pursuant to an approved SIP. Violating such permit conditions, therefore, 
constitute a violation of the SIP and the Act. 

The permit requires the operation of a scrubber system, with a stack emission limit of 
0.01 pounds per hour and 103 pounds per year. The permit does not contain fugitive 
emission limitations, but it has special conditions governing work practices, operating 
parameters, scrubber performance requirements, recordkeeping, etc .. The scrubber will 
effectively limit emissions to minor source levels, but only if it is known to be working 
properly. 

Michigan's Rule 901, which pertains to nuisances, is not federally enforceable. Wayne 
County continues to get odor complaints. Since 1993, Wayne County has issued about 
130 letters of violation or notices of violation to Sybil!. Most of these were in response to 
verified odor complaints. 

MDEQ has also delegated NSPS and NESHAP programs to Wayne County by means of 
the annually renewable contracts. Attaclnnent. The package boiler is subject to NSPS 
Subpart De. The boiler was installed without a permit, in violation of Rule 201. Sybil! 
likely failed to submit construction notices required by 40 C.F.R. § 60.7. 

K. Superseding Cites and Preambles 

L. Jurisdiction and Venue 

9. Anticipated Defenses (legal and equitable) and Government Responses: 

A. Anticipated Defenses 

Sybil! may argue that Wayne County does not have authority to issue permits under 
Michigan's Rule 201, so that the permit was issued pursuant to the County Ordinance, 
which is not in the SIP. It will further argue that this facility is a minor source that falls 
under the Wayne County ordinance only, in spite of Wayne County's contract with the 
state giving it authority to implement Rule 201. Sybil! may also argue that "processing" 

. refers to treating tanks with acid only, although a less narrow definition would include 
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transfers and other forms of treating. For example, materials may be treated simply by 

"storing" them in a tank so that oil and water can slowly separate. 

Sybil! may argue that the emission limits are unreasonably low, and without technical 

justification. (We need the Wayne County Staff Report for the permit, which has been 

unavailable due to Wayne County's litigation with Sybil!.) 

B. Factual Information Favorable to the Defendant 

The stack test performed in 1995 showed exceedances of the construction permit. 

Although the emission rates were in excess of permit limits, the limits are very low. For 

VOC, for example, the arrnual VOC limit is only 103 pounds per year. Wayne County 

did not press Sybil! to conduct inlet/outlet testing to determine the scrubber system 

control efficiency. 

Even in violating its permit, Sybil! emits low levels of contaminants. Table 1. This 

would add credence to an argument that the enviromnental impact associated with stack 
emissions in 1995 was not significant, and may be used by Sybil! to argue for penalty 

mitigation. This actually belies the true significance of the case. Since the stack test, the 

facility has not operated the scrubber system as designed, nor has it observed permit 

conditions. 

Wayne County did not issue a Notice of Violation for the violations documented by the 

1995 stack testing, nor did it ask for additional stack testing to confinn the emission rates 

of particulate matter and hydrogen sulfide. It also did not ask Sybil! to conduct both 

inlet/outlet testing to fully characterize the scrubber's performance, as required by the 

effective permit. 

C. Bankruptcy Petitions 

10. Enforcement History of Defendant and Pre-Referral Negotiations: 

A. Relationship of Referral to Previous or Concurrent Cases or Actions 

Wayne County Air Quality Management Division (Wayne County) has been pursuing an 

action in County Court in recent months. Wayne County sought an injunction to shut 

down Sybil! pending resolution of issues surrounding the odor impacts and permit 

compliance. Sybil! has challenged Wayne County and State of Michigan odor nuisance 

rules by arguing that these provisions are vague and, therefore, unconstitutional. There 

have been several court hearings, at which numerous Wayne County staff testified, but no 

decision has been forthcoming. It is not clear whether this court proceeding will address 

issues of interest to the Federal Govermnent, namely, obtaining injunctive relief for 

permit violations, addressing quality of life for an enviromnental justice community, and 
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the assessment of appropriate civil penalties. 

B. Prior Enforcement History of Defendant and Facility 

Since the early 1990's, Sybil! has caused a large number of odor nuisance complaints. 
Wayne County has investigated hundreds of complaints, leading to numerous notices of 
violation. Over the years, Wayne County has had both formal informal discussions with 
Sybil! staff and management. Sybil! has taken some steps, including installation of the 
existing scrubber system in 1995. This was installed pursuant to a Wayne County 
construction permit issued on December 12,1994. Wayne County issued an additional 
construction permit on August 21, 1995 to cover the operation of several storage tanks of 
oils and wastewaters. On August 12, 1997, Wayne County issued a revised permit letter 
to Sybil!, Inc Attachment. An agreement between Sybil! and Wayne County to address 
odor complaints by addressing housekeeping, malfunction abatement, and work practices, 
was memorialized in a consent consent order executed by Wayne County on March 20, 
1995. Sybil! paid a civil penalty of$15,500. Attachment. 

On March l, 1995, EPA conducted a Clean Air Act inspection at Sybil! as a part of a 
multi-media investigation. EPA had found that some of the permit conditions were not 
being observed by Sybil! employees. For example, the flow rates to the venturi scrubbers 
and the pressure drops were not being measured. At the time of the inspection, only the 
venturi scrubbers had been installed. The packed bed caustic scrubber and the two carbon 
adsorbers had not yet been installed. 

As a result of the 1995 investigation, EPA found that the company had received and 
processed hazardous wastes as part of its waste processing stream. Sybil! entered into a 
RCRA administrative order and paid a civil penalty. 

C. Criminal Proceedings 

D. Contacts with Permits, Grants and Reinvention Offices 

E. Recent Contacts with Defendant by EPA 

On July 19, 2000, EPA, Region 5's Air and Radiation Division issued a Section 114 
information request to obtain operating records and other information from Sybil!. Since 
it did not respond, EPA issued an administrative order on September 14, 2000. Sybil!, 
after requesting and receiving an extension request from EPA for submitting a delayed 
response, fmally submitted a response on October 3, 2000. 

On September 29, 2000, the Air and Radiation Division issued a Notice of Violation to 
Sybil!. Company representatives contacted EPA to discuss procedural questions, and to 
suggest it may have additional information to submit in response to the NOV. Sybil! did 
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not formally request a 113 conference. 

F. Pre-Referral Negotiations/Executive Order Notice 

11. Relief Sought: 

A. Steps to be Taken by Defendant to Achieve Compliance 

The injunctive relief we seek falls into several categories: 

1. Scrubber system improvements and maintenance, or replacement with an 
appropriate alternate technology, to enable compliance with applicable permit 
conditions, 

2. Stack testing to demonstrate compliance with permit limits for stack emissions, 

3. Commitment and plan for complete recordkeeping to enable compliance with 
applicable permit conditions, 

4. Applications for construction permits covering a package boiler and process 
equipment to comply with Michigan Rule 201. 

Sybil! must develop and/or improve a preventative maintenance and malfunction 
abatement plan for its scrubber system. Any additional repairs must be made to assure 
reliable and continuous operation. Wayne County's contractor, Horizon Environmental, 
evaluated the facility and.made specific recommendations for capital improvements, 
including a redesign of the scrubber system. Attachment. 

Costs and schedules for scrubber repair are unavailable to us at this time, but Sybil! has 
already initiated a repair program, and, as of March 2000, it had already completed much 
of the repairs. This repair work was needed due to corrosion ofthe carbon steel ductwork 
used in the original scrubber installation. The hydrogen sulfide in the exhaust steam 
appears to be the cause of this corrosion. Wayne County may find it necessary to re-issue 
the construction permit to assure proper monitoring of scrubber performance, installation 
of any needed equipment, or other necessary capital improvements 

Sybil! needs to re-test for emissions ofVOC and hydrogen sulfide to show compliance. 
Stack testing should include reference method 25D or equivalent method that allows 
measurement ofVOCs and HAPs from waste materials, as EPA specified in its latest 114 

· request. Attachment. The purpose of this testing is to assure proper performance of the 
scrubber system and to verify its minor source status. There are probably fugitive 
emissions from the building as well. Emissions points could include the doorway and 
holes in various parts of the building. By using total temporary enclosure Method 204, 
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which provides the criteria for assuring that all such emissions are captured and 
measured, we will assure that all emissions that may be reasonable captured for control 
are accounted for and controlled. Attaclnnent. 

We recommend an effort to compel Sybill to provide better controls the fugitives as 
described in the Horizon Enviromnental report. Although such an effort would not be 
related to a federally enforceable requirement, there would be a strong community 
interest in pursuinl,?; it, not to mention the support we could give to Wayne County in 
addressing state and local nuisance laws. Odor controls in this instance, however, would 
not qualify as supplemental enviromnental project (SEP) since SEPs cannot be used for 
correcting violations of state and local laws. 

Sybil! has a history of sloppy and incomplete recordkeeping. It needs to prepare (or 
review and update) a management system, including documented training of process 
operators, to assure compliance. Sybill should not object to this because it needs ISO 
14001 certification, and as of April 2000, it was seeking it. Some of Sybil!' s customers, 
most notably General Motors Corporation, requires its vendors to develop environmental 
management systems. 

For NSPS Subpart De compliance (for the new package boiler), Sybil! will be required to 
retroactively submit a construction permit application to Wayne County. Wayne County 
also believes that process equipment used for distillation was also installed without a 
required permit. 

An engineering analysis, including a third party review ofSybill's sampling plan, is 
needed to show whether Sybill is subject to the offsite waste processing MACT rule at 40 
C.F .R. Part 63, Subpart DD. During the inspection, George Haratsaris, the plant 
manager, seemed unaware of the MACT rule, even though he seemed well versed in 
hazardous waste regulatory issues. The plant's waste management plan makes use of 
waste stream analyses using EPA's S W -846 methods. 

B. Penalties Sought in Litigation 

1. Statutory Maximum Amount 

The statutory maximum was calculated based upon two emission violations (based on 
stack testing for VOCs and hydrogen sulfide), failure to properly maintain pollution 
control equipment, failure to keep records, failure to submit a permit application for the 
boiler, for a total of5 violations per day. Using the Clean Air Act penalty authority of 
$27,500/day/violation, the statutory maximum is, therefore, $137,500/day for the alleged 
violations. Attaclnnent. 

2. Significant Penalty Considerations 
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The most significant penalty consideration is the economic benefit associated with the 
failure to install appropriately sized scrubber equipment since the stack test in 1995 
indicated violations of the emissions limits contained in Sybill's construction permit. 
Using the BEN model, we calculate a benefit of$73,000. Attachment. Other penalty 
considerations, which are related to the gravity component, are summarized below: 

Amount above standard -
Sensitivity to the environment­
Length of time of violations -
Importance to the regulatory scheme -
Size of violator -

Total gravity and economic benefit total $243,000. 

3. Present Financial Condition of Defendant 

$50,000 
$5,000 

$60,000 
$45,000 
$10,000 

See Dun & Bradstreet report. Attachment. Recent discussions with Wayne County 
personnel and correspondence issued by the City of Detroit indicate that Sybil! has not 
paid its water bills, nor civil penalties under a consent order with the City of Detroit for 
violations related to water discharges under its pretreatment permit. Attachment. The 
City is said to have responded by shutting off its sewer pipe. 

C. Settlement Bottom Line Penalty 

D. Settlement Status and Potential 

12. Case Development: 

A. Document Inventory 

B. Local Agency Documents 

Wayne County has an unknown amount of documentation, including staff reports for 
permits issued to Sybil!, associated permit applications, inspection reports, and records of 
public complaints, that it is using in its litigation with Sybil!. EPA has not had full access 
to these documents. 

C. Agency data and databases 

13. Attachments: 

A. Index of Attachments: 
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1. Diagram of Facility and Process Description 

2. Dun & Bradstreet Report 

3. Revised construction permit issued by Wayne County, December 12, 1994 

4. Revised construction permit issued by Wayne County, August 12, 1997 

5. Clean Air Act Inspection Report, February 15,2001 

6. Stack test report by Swanson Enviromnental, September 30, 1995 

7. Michigan SIP rules, May 6, 1980 Clean Air Act 

8. Section 112list of regulated Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) 

9. EPA Notice of Violation, September 29, 2000 

10. Contract between MDEQ and Wayne County, October 1, 1996 

11. Odor Inspection And Evaluation report prepared by Horizon Enviromnental, 
September 6, 2000 

12. Penalty Analysis/Calculation and BEN Printout 

13. EPA 114 request issued to Sybil!, July 19, 2000 

14. Sybill's letter regarding EPA's information request, May 23, 2000 

15. City of Detroit demand letter for payment of civil penalties and overdue water and 
sewerage bills, June 29, 2000. 

Docmnents not cited in TSD above: 

Engineer's Checklist for NOV, September 21, 2000 

SRS package submitted to Sue Brauer containing monthly oil sample reports and operator 
logs, April14, 2000 

Wayne County letter with enclosed NOVs, LOVs, Sybil! responses, June 1, 2000 

EPA 114 request issued to Sybill, July 19,2000 
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EPA Administrative Order requiring Sybill to respond to the 114 request 

Sybill's response to the 114 request, October 3, 2000 

Toxicity Characteristic Leachate Procedure (TCLP) 

Test methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, Physical/Chemical Methods, SW-846, (On­
Line Version) 

mm:SYtsd 
8/3/01 version 
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Michael Valentino 

09119/02 08:59 AM 

Joe and Lorna: 

To: Joseph Boyle/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, Lorna 
Jereza/R5/USEPA/US@EPA 

cc: Sue Brauer/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, Thomas 
Martin/R5/USEPA/US@EPA 

Subject: Sybil I ··contractor support 

As part of the River Rouge oil spill investigation in the Detroit-Dearborn area this past Spring, 
Region 5 Emergency Response Branch conducted a site assessment at the Sybil I, Inc. (SRS) 
facility in Detroit. (Report prepared by Weston, under START contract; dated 8/27 /02). ERB 
findings do not implicate Sybil I in the oil spill, but the report calls for··· correctly in my estimation 
···a more detailed investigation in order to assess human health and environmental risks. The 
site has been abandoned for some time. City of Detroit DWSD staff have told Sudhir Desai, WD, 
that the facility's local wastewater discharge permit was revoked on 8/24/01, and that there has 
been no detectable activity (i.e., ww discharges) since 8/15/01. I visited the facility this past 
March (see excerpted comments to MMI team members below), and found it to be locked and 
vacant. I was not able to enter the property, but the fences appeared secured at the time. When 
Emergency Response & Weston were on site in April 2002, there was evidence of vandalism and 
trespassing. There are hazardous chemicals remaining onsite, including 35% hydrogen peroxide 
and sodium hypochlorite, both of which are caustic and pose dermal/inhalation threats, and 
unsecured gas cylinders (hydrogen, oxygen, nitrogen). Sybil I also left behind unlabeled drums 
and GM conducted a partial removal (historically, they've been the largest used oil supplier to 
Sybill), but according to the Weston report, as much as 300,000 gal remain onsite. The report 
documents evidence of spillage, oil/sludge in manholes and in scale pit in the process bldg, 
presence of methane buildup in one manhole, unsecured materials in the lab and process area, 
leaks in the pump house, lack of site security, and at least one leaking tanker. ERB concludes 
that, consistent with criteria in the NCP, the site poses actual or potential exposure risks to 
humans and hazardous substances in drums, tanks, containers potentially pose a release threat. 
Sue and I have discussed the need to get onsite and conduct sampling: total halogens, PCBs, 
F001/F002 scans. Such a sampling effort could run upwards of $35,000 · $40,000. I've spoken 
with Ross Powers, OSC, Grosse lie, and Ross sees the site as a candidate for removal and 
brownfield development. There's the possibility that OSF can use its START contractor to conduct 
RCRA sampling/analysis, but this has not been confirmed. As it stands, with Sybill's owner 
seeking personal bankruptcy protection, the facility left abandoned, and the likelihood of finding 
viable PRPs (GM, among others), the current and potential site risks would seem to warrant 
turning this over to CERCLA for a removal action. That leaves us with the question, Do we still 
want to pursue a RCRA used oil case administratively or judicially? And, Do we want to approach 
ECAT with a request for REPA support, or should we actively seek OSF's help in meeting our 
sampling needs? Today, Sue, Tom Martin and I will meet to discuss strategy. Once Lorna 
returns, I believe we should meet to reach some conclusions on our enforcement strategy. I'm 
working now with Powers and MDEQ (RCRA personnel and criminal enforcement) to organize a 
site inspection (reconnaissance + sampling), tentatively set for late October. 

····Mike 

Excerpt from 6/6/02 memo to Sybil I team (following site surveillance): 



Jason El-Zein 

09/19/02 09:05AM 

To: Michael Valentino/R5/USEPA/US@EPA 
cc: Lorna Jereza/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, Ross 

Powers/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, Sue Brauer/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, 
Thomas Martin/R5/USEPA/US@EPA 

Subject: Re: Contractor needs for Sybil I, lnc.I1J!il 

Mike, due to limited START funding, we will only be able to conduct a site assessment to 
document threats and determine if a removal action is warranted. Thanks. 
Michael Valentino 

Jason: 

Michael Valentino 

09118/02 05:17 PM 

To: Jason EI-Zein/R5/USEPA/US@EPA 
cc: Ross Powers/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, Sue 

Brauer /R5/USEPA/US@EPA, Lorna Jereza/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, 
Thomas Martin/R5/USEPA/US@EPA 

Subject: Contractor needs for Sybil I, Inc. 

When we spoke last week Ross told me to contact you or Ralph Dollhopf with any questions while 
he's out of the office this week. I'm the multimedia team leader for the Sybil I multimedia case. 
Ross passed along to me the Sybil I site inspection report, as part of the River Rouge oil spill 
investigation. I concur with the report's preliminary findings that the site poses human health and 
environmental risks and that further assessment is warranted. As the RCRA enforcement contact 
and team leader, I have worked with Sue Brauer, Region 5 used oil expert, the past two years in 
developing a RCRA case against Sybil I. Developments over the past 9-10 months, due to Sybill's 
financial woes, are causing us to re-think our enforcement strategy. Earlier today I sent an email 
to MDEQ and Ross, as I'm trying to coordinate a site investigation between the two agencies. 
We'll need a sampling team and funding for lab analysis, to be sure. Ross mentioned the 
possibility of using an OSF START contractor. There's also the possibility of using a REPA 
contract, which provides for tech support to RCRA Enforcement and Permitting branches. From 
the RCRA-used oil side we will need to confirm whether used oils have been mixed with listed 
RCRA wastes (F001/F002 scans) along with total halogens for each tank. I'll need to check with 
my management to see if they'd be willing to approach the Enforcement and Compliance 
Assurance Team for funding ···· which may total as much as 35-40K ---- if there is a relatively high 
probability of referring this site to CERCLA for a removal action. If we do not get the green light 
for contractor assistance, can the START contractor perform the necessary RCRA confirmatory 
sampling? Sue and I can work closely with Ross to identify our specific data needs. Please reply 
as soon as it's convenient for you. Thank you, Jason. 

--··Mike 

Michael Valentino 
Environmental Engineer 
U.S. EPA Region 5 
RCRA Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch 
Mail Code DE-9J 
77 W. Jackson Blvd 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 
direct: (312) 886-4582 
fax: (312) 353-4342 
cell: (708) 870-4638 
Email: valentino.michael@epa.gov 
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ORDER OF DEFAULT JUDGMENT 

At a session of said Court, held in the 

Coleman A. Young Mmricipal Center, 

City of Detroit, County of Wayne, 

State of Michigan, on SEP 1 4 2001 

PIU\SENT: HON. KATin..EEN MACDONALD 
CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE 

I 
The. Court has considered the plea.ding5 and other papers filed in this matter, including 

without'+on the Verified Complaint for Declaratory ref, the Verified Counterclaim, the 

Motion for ~ Injunction and Brief in Support of ~otion for Preliminary Injunction, and 

Motion for Enny of Default and Defiwlt Judgment; and has heard and evaluated the witness 

testimony and other evidence presented by the parties at ie evidenti.ary bearing on the Motion 

for Preliminary Injunction. . .. 
. I . 

rr rs ORDERED, ADJUDGED, I DECR.EEI? as follows; 

l. Defendant/Counter-Plaintiffs Motion for Entry of Default and Default Judgment 

I 
is GRANTED. 

' !....._ . 

Plaintiffl~unter-Defendant has ?efaulted in this matter under MCR 2.603. 2. 
I 

DEFAULT JUDGMENT IS ~NTERED) in favor of the Defendant/Counter-3. 
! 
' I 

laintiff on the Verified Counterclaim. i 
I 

4_ Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant, its 
1

principals, officers, successors, and assigns, are I 
OfNED from engaging in any treatment, recycling, storage, processing, handling, or I 

disp sal tivities at 1\l S- Military Street, Delrtt, Michigan, or engaging in any other activity, 

ithout limitation loading, unloading or other handling of materials. that emits or has 

the pole al to emit an air contaminant, until uch time as all permits, licenses, and approvals 
I 

- 2-

I 
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required by all a.pplicable laws, regu . 

air use permits, licenses, and approv 

ant Enviro~~mental Act. MCL 324.5 01 

County Code of Ordinances, are appli 

No. 9408 P. 4/4 

, and/or ordinances, inctclih& without limitation all 

uired by Part SS of the rrgan Nat\mll ReSQurces 

seq., and any appli,le rovision of the Wayne 

r, received, and in full ffjl 
5. Plaintiff!Coooter-Detienjl.an~is ORDERED to pay to Defendant/Coooter-Plaintiff 

~ l 
a civil fine in accordance with Section 6 of the Clde of · T in the amount of Two 

Hoodrcd Thirty-One Thousand and N ts ($231,000.00), toge with attome)'ll' fees to be 

(3) of~···Cooe of Or~, with execution. 

' 

by Plaintiff/Counter-Defendant is DISMISSED with 

taxed in accordance with Section 89- 66( 
I 

1 
6.

1 
\ The Verified Complaint 

' 

prejudice. 

IT IS ~0 ORDERED . 
,, I 
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DETERMINATION/CHEMICAL ANALYSIS OF 
POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS (PCBs) FOR THE 

TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL ACT (TSCA) REGULATION OF 40 CFR 761 

TOXICS PROGRAM SECTION, U.S. EPA (DT-8J) 
77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604 

APRIL 2000 

I. INTRODUCTION 

PCBs are sampled and determined 

I. to categorize materials as to being TSCA regulated or non­
regulated for their use, handling, storage and disposal 

2. during TSCA PCB inspections to determine if a facility's 
authorized use, handling, storage and disposal practices comply 
with the federal PCB Regulations at 40 CFR 7 61. 

3. during subsequent verification of the TSCA regulated remediation 
ofPCB spills/contamination 

4. ·as required by TSCA permitted storage and disposal activities. 

The 40 CFR 761 regulation requires the identification/quantification ofPCBs as total PCBs 
based either on formulation (ex. Aroclors) ofPCBs present in the materials analyzed, or based on 
individual congener standards, whichever is appropriate. Guidance* for these TSCA PCB 
determinations is desirable because 

1. there are many relevant TSCA PCB concentration standards for 
regulatory compliance 

2. total PCBs, by regulation, are to be reported on a dry weight basis 
(non-liquid PCBs) or on a wet weight basis (liquid PCBs). PCB 
determinations are to be done using individual phases of any multi­
phasic sample. These requirements often differ from other U.S. 
EPA programs (Clean Water Act, RCRA, etc.) 

*-This guidance is written to improve understanding ofTSCA PCB determination 
objectives. This guidance is NOT a replacement for regulation. 
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3. the subject regulation specifies a standard wipe test, as required for 
non-porous surfaces 

4. the regulation is very flexible as to choice of PCB test procedures 
for certain measurements, but is very specific/inflexible in 
selection of PCB test procedures pursuant to the June 29, 1998 
Amendments to 40 CFR 761 

5. the environmental laboratory community can be unfamiliar with 
analytical requirements/data quality objectives tmique to TSCA 
regulated PCB measurements. 

This guidance can not be used as a substitute for regulation. It is written to expedite the selection 
of appropriate analytical methods for determining total PCBs for TSCA purposes. 

II. APPLICABLE TECHNICAL STANDARDS 

TSCA regulates the use, storage, and disposal of PCBs. TSCA enforcement activities can result 
from their improper use, storage and disposal or spills. TSCA has many relevant PCB 
concentration standards for regulation compliance. These standards will be described below as 

"Action Levels", because TSCA regulatory action will/can be taken if PCB concentrations 
exceed these regulatory levels. Decisions to be made by TSCA data users are based on the 
relation of sampling/analytical measurements to applicable Action Levels (a pass-fail decision). 
The term "Action Level" is taken from Section A6.2(2) of "EPA Guidance for Quality Assurance 
Project Plans, EPA QA/G-5", EPA/600/R-98/018, February 1998. An Action Level 
concentration, corresponding to regulatory standards/criteria of 40 CPR 761, is the fifth step of 
EPA's seven step Data Quality Objective (DQO) process- see Section 7.2 of EPA QA/G-5. 
Documents for EPA QA Guidance/Requirements can be read or downloaded from EPA's 
internet website at http://es.epa.gov/ncerqa/qa/. The sixth and seventh steps of this process are to 
specifY/minimize limits of decision errors, and to optimize the study design, at Action Level 
concentration(s), respectively. It is imperative that analytical measurements be optimized for 
accuracy at an applicable TSCA PCB Action Level. 

In a few instances, TSCA regulates a material's approved use and disposal at any detected PCB 
concentration. These include, but are not limited to: 

• Dilution of regulated PCBs 
• Imported PCBs or PCB items 
• Waste oil used as a sealant, coating, dust control, road oil, rust preventative, or 

pesticide/herbicide carrier 
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Used oil marketed for energy recovery is subject to restrictions if it contains any quantifiable 

level ofPCBs [defined by 40 CFR 761.20(e) and 761.3 as 2 ppm PCBs]. Used oil, containing 

between 2 and 50 ppm PCBs, can only be used in certain boilers, furnaces, and incinerators 

defined by 40 CFR 279 or 761.20(e). A specialized Action Level range (2-50 ppm) is in effect 

for marketing of used oil for energy recovery. 

HI. ACTION LEVELS 

Specific PCB concentration Action Levels are summarized below to provide guidance in 

selection of sample preparation variables to optimize accuracy of PCB measurement. Applicable 

Action Levels should be understood or identified prior to sample collection and laboratory 

analysis. Accuracy of analysis at an Action Level concentration is more important than 
sensitivity of analysis, since TSCA decisions will be made based on pass-fail at the regulatory 

concentration. 

A. Summary Table 

PCBs are to be reported on a dry weight basis for solid or non-liquid sample 
types, and on a wet weight basis for liquids (containing <0.5% solids). 

Sample Type 

Soils 
Sediments 
Oil (Electrical Fluids) 
Oil, Used 
Water 
Wipes 

Common Applicable TSCA PCB Action Levels* 

50, 25, 10, and 1 ppm 
50 ppm** 
50 ppm 
2-50***, 50 ppm 
3 and 0.5 ,ug/1 
10 ,ug/100 cm2 

* Other PCB Action Levels exist for Oil (Electrical Fluids) (500 ppm), Oil 
(Marketed as PCB Free) (2 ppm), Soils (1 00 ppm), and Wipes (1 00 
,ug/cm2), but these are not as frequently used as above Levels. PCB 
inspectors may require Action Levels, on a site specific basis, that differ or 

are smaller than those listed below, especially for river/harbor sediments. 

** TSCA regulates sediments if>50 ppm PCBs; however, other non-TSCA, 
and TSCA regulations or water quality criteria/standards may apply to 
sediment concentrations <50 ppm PCBs. 

*** Used oil, burned for energy recovery, is regulated by TSCA ifPCBs are 

present at a quantifiable level of 2 ppm or larger, but less than 50 ppm. 
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The 50 ppm Action Level is applicable to all oils. If oil is being re-used, 
recycled or burned for energy recovery, it is important to measure down to 
2 ppm PCBs, or less. 

B. General Provision 

TSCA regulates PCBs or PCB items at concentrations of ~50 ppm. PCBs at 
concentrations of ::-50 ppm require approved disposal. 

Provisions that apply to PCBs at< 50 ppm generally apply also to contaminated 
non-porous surfaces without free liquid, at PCB concentrations -dO ,ug/100 cm2 

by the standard wipe test. See 40 CFR 761.1 (b) (3). Wipe test results of> I 0 
,ug/cm2 to ,; 100 ,ug/cm2 also apply to PCB provisions between ;:50 ppm and <500 
ppm. For PCB concentrations ;;500 ppm and wipe tests> 100 ,ug/100 cm2

, 

approved disposal options may differ than the 50 ppm PCB disposal options. 

Certain exceptions to the above are noted. Dilution of regulated PCBs below an 
Action Level without TSCA approval requires the diluted PCBs to be 
regulated/treated/disposed as their original concentration. Imported PCBs and 
PCB items and certain waste oil uses, identified above, are regulated at any 
detected PCB concentration. Used oil, marketed for energy recovery, has 
restricted uses for PCB concentrations between 2 and 50 ppm PCBs. 

C. Soils, Sediments 

Soils, contaminated by TSCA regulated PCB concentrations, will have Action 
Levels of 50, 25, 10, or even I ppm depending on their environmental setting and 
closeness to a human occupancy area. Action Levels of 25 or I 0 ppm PCBs in 
soil most often result from TSCA PCB inspections. Remediation of soils can 
have cleanup levels of 50, 25, 10, or I ppm PCBs. 

Disposal of river/harbor sediments, sewage sludge, and soil remediation waste 
with PCB concentrations greater than or equal to 50 ppm PCBs requires TSCA 
approval. 

Soil remediation waste, sediments and sludges contaminated with a post-1978 
source greater than 50 ppm PCBs is covered by TSCA if the contaminated solid 
media are less than 50 ppm PCBs. TSCA may defer to the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (COE), EPA's Clean Water Act (CWA), RCRA, and/or State 
regulation. 

Disposal of river/harbor sediments, sewage sludge, and soil remediation waste 
with PCB concentrations between I and 50 ppm PCBs, but contaminated from a 
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source less than 50 ppm PCBs, can be regulated by TSCA if the situation is not 
covered by the COE, CW A, RCRA or State regulation. 

Self-implementing disposal of soil remediation waste (40 CFR 761.61) can have 
an Action Level of 100 ppm PCBs for self-contained capped waste, in addition to 
the 1 through 50 ppm Action Levels in the above first paragraphs. 

PCB bulk product waste may be disposed in a RCRA Subpart D solid waste 
landfill at any concentration. 

D. Oil, Hydraulic Fluids, Electrical Fluids 

A TSCA Action Level of 50 ppm PCBs exists for use of oils (non-electrical 
fluids), hydraulic fluids, and used/waste oils; however, electrical fluids 
(transformers, capacitors, volatage regulators, etc.) are approved for most uses at 
any concentration of PCBs. Certain record keeping/labeling is required by TSCA 
for electrical fluids above 500 ppm PCBs. 

Storage of oils and electrical fluids (when not in use) is regulated by TSCA if 
PCB concentrations exceed an Action Level of 50 ppm. Servicing of electrical 
fluids in transformers or voltage regulators are regulated by TSCA with Action 
Levels of 50 and 500 ppm PCBs. 

TSCA regulates PCB concentrations in oils at less than 50 ppm as below: 

• The dilution of a TSCA regulated PCB source into an oil causes the 
resulting mixture to be regulated as greater than or equal to 50 ppm PCBs. 

• Waste oil at any PCB concentration is prohibited for road oil, dust control, 
· coating, rust preventative or pesticide/herbicide carrier. 

• Used oil, marketed for energy recovery, can only be used in certain 
boilers, furnaces or incinerators if PCBs are between 2 and 50 ppm. 
See 40 CFR 279 for additional provisions of RCRA for used oil. 

• Used oil, burned for energy recovery and marketed as "PCB-free" must be 
supported by PCB analysis results (or other information) showing PCBs to 
be less than a quantifiable level of2 ppm. See 40 CFR 761.20(e). 

• Used oil with PCBs between 2 and 50 ppm PCBs may be recycled so long 
as there is no TSCA regulated source for these PCBs and so long as 
RCRA' s provisions of 40 CFR 279 are met. 
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E. Disposal of PCB Liquids 

Disposal of liquids and oils, including electrical fluids, are regulated by TSCA if 
they contain more than or equal to 50 ppm PCBs. The following Action Levels 
exist for disposal of liquid PCBs: 

• ;: 500 ppm PCBs 

• ;: 50 ppm PCBs 

Incinerator 
Alternate Technology 

Incinerator 
High Efficiency Boiler 
Alternate Technology 

For TSCA approved alternate technology (chemical treatment, dechlorination, 
etc.). The maximum PCB concentration that can be treated is defined by each 
TSCA permit, as well as the final PCB concentration to. achieve. The 
concentration of treated PCBs must be less than 2 ppm PCBs and often requires 
PCB congener or homolog analysis. PCB inspections of alternate technologies 
can review records required by permit(s) and can sample treated/untreated PCB 
liquids. 

F. Water 

Groundwaters, surface waters, or process waters may be sampled during PCB 
inspections. Waters are usually sampled/tested for informational purposes. The 
following Action Levels do exist for waters: 

I. Water may not be discharged to a navigable water or to a treatment 
plant unless PCBs are either <3 ,ug/1, or the discharge is in 
accordance with a NPDES permit limit. 

2. Decontaminated water has TSCA umestricted use if 
it contains <0.5 ,ug/1 PCBs. 

G. Standard Wipe Test 

The standard wipe test is defined in 40 CPR 761.123 for non-porous surfaces and 
is most commonly a gauze pad, presoaked with hexane (5-10 mls). Filter paper is 
not authorized to be used in the wipe test. The wipe test defines a spill area or 
regulated PCB concentration on a hard surface. A I 0 em x I 0 em template (I 00 
cm2

) is used to define the area to be wiped/sampled. 
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1. After decontamination of a non-porous surface, due 
to a spill, the surface has umestricted use if the PCB 
concentration is s 10 ,ug/1 00 cm2 

For a concrete surface this decontamination 
standard is the same, so long as 
decontamination procedures are commenced 
within 72 hours of an initial spill. See 40 
CFR 76l.79(b)(4). After 72 hours, bulk 
analysis of the concrete is required. 

2. The standard wipe testdefines the boundaries or 
clean-up area of a PCB spill (non-approved 
disposal) on a non-porous surface, or concrete if 
done within 72 hours of a spill. 

3. In some instances, a standard wipe test result greater 
than 10 ,ug/1 00 cm2 has the same regulatory 
consideration as a PCB concentration of ;, 50 ppm. 

4. Metals sent to an approved smelter operation for 
disposal of a contaminated, non-porous surface 
must exhibit a wipe test PCB result less than 100 
,ug/100 cm2

• 

IV. ANALYTICAL SPECIFICATIONS/OPTIONS 

A. Regulatory Analytical Specifications 

PerrecentJune 29,·1998 Amendments to 40 CFR 761. 

l. - 40 CFR 761.1 (b) (2) 
Unless otherwise noted, PCBs are determined on a weight-per­
weight basis (e.g., mg/kg or ppm). For a liquid, PCBs may be 
reported on a weight-per-volume basis (mg/1) if density ofliquid is 
also reported. PCBs are quantified based on formulation of PCBs 
present in material tested - if a specific Aroclor is present in 
material studied, its concentration is determined by comparison to 
the same Aroclor standard. Individual congener PCBs are 
measured, when appropriate, by comparison to individual congener 
standards. 
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2. - 40 CFR 761.1 (b) (3) 
Most provisions of40 CFR 761 apply only ifPCBs are present 
above a specified level. In some cases, provisions that apply to 
PCB concentrations <50 ppm apply also to contaminated non­
porous surfaces with PCB concentrations <: I 0 mg/1 00 cm2 PCB 
concentration provisions between 50 ppm and <500 ppm, in certain 
cases, apply also to contaminated non-porous surfaces between 10 
mg/1 00 cm2 and <: 100 mg/kg. Contaminated surfaces with PCBs 
>I 00 mg/1 00 cm2 correspond to PCB concentrations ~ 500 ppm, as 
above. 

3. - 40 CFR 761.1 (b) (4) 

NOTES: 

a. PCBs are to be determined/reported on a dry weight 
basis for non-liquid samples. 

b. PCBs are to be determined/reported on a wet weight 
basis for liquid PCBs. 

c. Liquid PCBs containing more than 0.5% solids (or 
5,000 mg/1 suspended solids or non-dissolved 
solids) shall be tested as multi-phasic non­
liquid/liquid mixtures. 

d. For liquid PCBs containing ~0.5% solids, the 
phases are separated, prior to analysis. Other 
multiphasic type samples (liquid-liquid) are to be 
separated prior to analysis. PCB results are to be 
determined for each non-liquid phase on a dry 
weight basis. PCBs are to be determined in each 
liquid phase on a wet weight basis. 

e. Disposal requirements for multiphasic PCBs must 
use requirements that apply to the phase with the 
highest PCB concentration. Alternatively, phases 
may be separated prior to disposal with disposal 
requirements applied to each separate phase. 

(I.) We have encountered the determination ofPCBs in used oil collected from 
commingled industrial and vehicle sources. The mixture can be an 
emulsion of water/oil- two separate phases difficult or impossible to 
separate. Two procedures have been used to determine the PCB 
concentration in the oil phase (for routine PCB testing, assume the water 
phase's PCB concentration is insignificant versus the oil phase 
concentration): 
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1. The water content of the emulsion can be determined by Karl 

Fischer titration, sample aliquot weights corrected to their oil 

content, and PCB results can be reported on an oil weight basis. 

11. If any separation of oil from water occurs upon standing or by 

centrifugation, oil aliquots can be selected for PCB analysis and 

their PCB concentrations than reported for the oil phase. PCB 

analysis of the water phase may be unnecessary. 

(2.) We have encountered the PCB analysis of oil sludge more dense than 

water. The sludge is a mixture of oil, water and solids, but oil and solids 

can not readily be separated prior to analysis. Two alternative analytical 

techniques can be done: 

1. Determine the water content (Karl Fischer titration) of the sludge 

mixture, and correct sample aliquot weights so PCB corrections are 

reported on an oil weight basis. 

11. Determine the dry weight of an analysis aliquot by drying the 

sludge at a predetermined temperature, and report PCB 
concentrations on a dry-weight basis, even though the oil and 

solids are not separated. 

111. If an interested party has an appropriate procedure to separate oil 

sludges into individual phases, they should contact a U.S. EPA 

Regional Office to disseminate this useful information. The 

reporting of PCBs on an overall dry-weight basis is the most viable 

alternative at this time. 

4. - 40 CFR 761.3 
a. Liquid PCBs means a homogeneous flowable 

material containing PCBs and no more than 0.5% 

by weight non-dissolved material. 
b. Non-liquid PCBs mean materials containing PCBs-

(1) that by visual inspection do not flow at room termperature, or 

(2) from which no liquid passes, in 5 minutes, in a paint filter test 

(mesh #60±5). 

(1.) If a sludge, or oily sludge, were to fail the paint filter test, it would 

be classed most often as multiphasic PCBs, containing liquid/non­

liquid PCBs. It could not be classed as liquid PCBs in its entirety 

(wet weight basis reporting) unless it contains less than 0.5% non­

dissolved solids. 
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5. 40 CFR 761.60 (g) I (iii)- for dielectric fluids 
40 CFR 761.60 (g) 2 (iii)- for waste oil 
For these parts under Disposal Requirements, any person 
conducting the chemical analysis of PCBs shall do so using gas 
chromatography. Any gas chromatographic method that is appropriate for the 
material being analyzed may be used, including: 

a. U.S. EPA Method 608. This test procedure 
provides sample preparation steps only for water. 

b. U.S. EPA Method 8082. No sample preparation 
steps are provided by Method 8082, but reference 
must be made to Method 3500B in the same source 
manual. 

c. ASTM Standard D-4059. This is applicable to 
electrical fluids, or insulating liquids. 

The intent of this regulatory section is to allow flexibility in 
analysis of PCBs including use of congener GC methods or 
GC/MS test procedures when appropriate. 

6. - 40 CFR 761.61 (a) (5) i (B) (2) (iv) 
Subpart M 761.253 
Subpart N 761.272 
Subpart 0 761.292 
Subpart P 761.314 
Subpart R 761.358 

For bulk PCB remediation waste, and for pipelines, remediation wastes, and non-porous 
surfaces of Subparts M, N, 0, and P and for sampling certain bulk product and 
remediation wastes of Subpart R, PCBs are mandated/specified to be determined by: 

a. U.S. EPA Methods 3500B, 3540C, or 3550B for 
sample preparation of solids or wipes (Method 
3500B specifies sample extract clean-ups are to be 
done, as appropriate, subsequent to use of Method 
3540C or 3550B extractions). 

b. U.S. EPA Method 8082 for gas chromatography 
analytical measurement. 
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These analytical specifications do not allow flexibility in analysis of PCBs, and require 
either altemate sample preparation, or alternate analytical measurement procedures to be 
validated by comparison testing with the above reference methods (See Subpart Q 40 
CFR 761.32). Approval/validation is required for alternative methods under 40 CFR 
761.272 and 761.292 for PCB remediation wastes. 

The requirement for specific test procedures for PCBs is at variance with the preamble to 
the recent 40 CFR 7 61 amendments that suggests flexibility be provided for PCB testing 
and that cites 40 CFR 761.60 (g) I (iii) for flexibility during testing of dielectric fluids. 
The regulation clearly mandates use of Methods 3540C, 3550B, and 8082 for PCB 
remediation wastes, bulk product wastes, natural gas pipelines and sampling non-porous 
surfaces under Subparts M, N, 0, P and R to 40 CFR 761. 

There. is one option available to use non-mandated test procedures for PCBs. A TSCA 
permit for "risk based approval" of remediation wastes or bulk product wastes can 
provide for use of altemative test procedures, so long as this is specified within the 
permit. 

B. Analytical Options 

1. 40 CFR 761 Mandate 
40 CFR 761 mandates use ofU.S. EPA SW-846 Methods 3500B (for generalized 
sample preparation guidance), Methods 3540C or 3550B (for extraction ofPCBs 
from solids) and gas chromatography Method 8082 for analytical measurement of 
extracted PCBs. These test procedures are mandatory for PCB remediation 
wastes and certain wipes, unless acceptable formal validation results are obtained 
for altemative extraction or determinative test procedures pursuant to 40 CFR 
761.32. 

It is expected that sample extracts from Methods 3540C/3550B also will require 
removal of PCB interferences using techniques comparable to Method 3600C 
(generalized guidance), Method 3665A (sulfuric acid cleanup), Method 3620B 
(Florisil cleanup), and when appropriate, Method 3660B (sulfur removal). 

The above mandate does not cover all situations - flexibility is still needed for 
accurate total PCB measurements, including examples provided below: 

a. Total PCBs require Aroclors 1262 and 1268 to be· 
reported when present. Method 8082 does not 
specifically list these two Aroclor materials. It is 
relatively simple to include these two Aroclors as 
standards for Method 8082, when these two 
Aroclors are present. 
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b. Method 8082 is incomplete guidance for 
detennining total PCBs from congener standards. 

c. GC/MS techniques, based on measurement 
principles ofU.S. EPA Method 680 for PCB 
homologs, can be superior to and more accurate 
than Method 8082 for total PCBs. 

d. The 40 CFR 761 mandate does not provide sample 
preparation specifications for waters, non-aqueous 
PCB liquids, or oil(s). 

e. Soils/solids may need to be air dried and 
homogenized prior to selection of analysis aliquots 
to obtain desired precision of analysis. 

f. ·A choice must be made between use of Method 

(1.) 

3540C Soxhlett extraction versus Method 3550B 
sonication for specific sample types. 

The literature article- Kimbrough, D.E., R. Chin, and J. Wakakuwa, 
Analyst, 119, Part I-1277, Part II-1283, Part III-1293 (1994) provides a 
definitive comparison of the Soxhlett and sonication extractions. The 
Soxhlett is more accurate on an inter-lab basis versus sonication. 
Sonication is the most cost effective of the two techniques. 

U.S. EPA Methods 3500B and 3600C provide generalized guidance for sample preparation of all 
matrix types and cleanups of resulting extracts or diluents, respectively. The text "Analytical 
Chemistry of PCBs", 2nd edition, 1997, Mitchell D. Erickson, is an excellent alternate source of 
analytical techniques. U.S. EPA test procedures are also discussed in depth, by this text. 

2. Action Levels 
Review of five (5) commercial or public laboratories in 1998 (that support TSCA 
PCB inspections) showed them to be adhering to Methods 3550B and 8082B or 
Methods 3540C and 8082B for PCB measurements of non-liquid PCBs. Most 
laboratories were following extraction parameter details of Method 3550B. Each 
laboratory had instituted and used extract cleanup options described above. Thirty 
grams of soil/solid were extracted and the extractconcentrated to IO mls, as 
described in Method 3550B. The Method 8082 calibration standards 
corresponded to 0.03 ppm to 0.5 or 0.7 ppm PCBs in soil/solid. Oils were being 
determined, typically in the range of 1 to 10 ppm PCBs. 

It was apparent that many laboratories are overly concerned about following SW-
846, Update III, in detail, to provide low detection limits (0.03 ppm) for all solid 
samples, and to utilize one set of extraction variables for all solid sample types. 
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It is cost effective for a commercial laboratory to use one extraction test procedure 
for all clients; however, SW-846, in many sections, clearly states that sample 
preparations and QC audits be based on DQOs and on intended data usage. SW-
846 is clearly intended, by its authors, to be guidance. 

Data quality indicators for TSCA PCB accuracy were observed to suffer from the 
0.03 ppm detection limit. Extractions are overloaded, extract interferences can be 
severe, and QC audits of surrogate and matrix spikes result in undesirable data 
quality. 

When PCBs were present at concentrations greater than 5 ppm, matrix spike and 
surrogate spikes were no longer measurable due to extract dilution. A detection 
limit of 0.03 ppm is unnecessary for PCB Action Levels of 5 ppm or more. 

To optimize accuracy at TSCA PCB Action Levels: 

1. Sample weights and aliquot volumes for extract cleanups should be 
decreased so that an Action Level concentration will be in the mid range 
(middle third) of a Method 8082 instrument calibration range. This will 
require different sample preparation parameters for 1 or 2 ppm Action 
Levels versus 50 ppm Action Levels. Decreasing sample weights and 
extract volumes for clean-ups will improve extraction efficiency. 

2. Sample aliquot weights should not be so small that they become non­
representative. An extract dilution can be used prior to extract clean-ups 
for high concentration Action Levels. 

3. Matrix spike and surrogate spike concentrations should be selected to fit 
the Action Level concentration. This is consistent with recommendations 
ofSW-846 Method 3500B and Chapter 2 ofSW-846. 

4. PCB liquid sample preparation parameters (ex.-oils) can be selected as 
above. Water extraction parameters, per Methods 3510C or 3520C, need 
not be changed: 

5. TSCA PCB inspection personnel should identify applicable Action Levels 
to their support laboratories for each sample or sample group submitted. 
Data usability can be related to comparison of sample results versus 
applicable Action Level(s). Accuracy of PCB measurements at or near an 
Action Level concentration is critical. Accuracy of measurement is less 
critical for PCB concentrations significantly smaller or larger than an 
Action Level. 



Summary: 
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6. One Action Level set requires careful consideration. Used oils can have 

both a 2-50 ppm Action Level range and a 50 ppm Action Level. 

Measurements at 2 ppm are incompatible with 50 ppm Action Level 

measurements. This may require two different extracts, or two different 

dilutions of a sample extract depending on the regulatory PCB 

concentration(s) to be determined. 

Support laboratories for TSCA PCB inspections should implement/document extraction and 

clean-up test procedures and QC audits appropriate for common regulatory PCB concentrations 

(Action Levels) between 1 and 50 ppm PCBs. 
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Mike, 

Jeffrey Gahris 

07/09/01 01:42PM 

To: Michael Valentino/R5/USEPA/US@EPA 
cc: Karl Karg/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, 

Spyropoulos.Peter@EPAMAIL.EPA.GOV@EPA, Sue 
Brauer /R5/USEPAIUS@EPA 

Subject: Re: sybil I· enforcement sensitive 

I have just spoken with Patrick Cullen of Wayne County, who indicated that the local judge has 
required Sybil I to submit financial information. She also indicated a willingness to shut the plant 
down if the water situation isn't fixed. Apparently she is taking a tougher position with Sybil I. The 
next court date is July 29. 

Sybil I still has a contract with GM, according to Patrick, but its processing volume is down 
considerably. 

Another wild card is how the City of Detroit will respond to the situation. As you know, the 
Department of Water and Sewerage cut off Sybill's water due to nonpayment of water bills, but it 
may also plug the sewer. Patrick informed me that Sybil I has defaulted on civil penalty payments 
pursuant to its consent order with the City. 

Jeff . 

..... Forwarded by Jeffrey Gahris/R5/USEPA/US on 07/09/01 01:33PM ..... 

Mike, 

Jeffrey Gahris 

07/09/0111:07 AM 

To: Michael Valentino/R5/USEPA/US@EPA 
cc: Karl Karg/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, 

Spyropoulos.Peter@EPAMAIL.EPA.GOV@EPA, Sue 
Brauer/R5/USEPA/US@EPA 

Subject: Re: sybil! ·enforcement sensitive~ 

I was out for a week, and upon my return I see no new evidence that Sybil I is responding to the 
114. The first deadline (submitting a scrubber parameter monitoring plan) was June 18. The 
only response we got was a letter asking that the company be granted relief from the 114 pending 
a settlement with Wayne County. We said "no", but now we must wait a while. Sybil I may simply 
try to drag things out, so it may be a little unclear for the next few weeks whether Sybil I is 
completely refusing to respond. (Sybil I did not respond to the last 114 until we issued an a-order 
compelling a response.) My guess is Sybil I may try to confound the issue in any way possible. By 
early August I hope we will have a clearer picture. We should be able to stay on target for a 4th 
quarter referral unless there are unexpected developments. 

I have confirmed that the City cut off Sybill's water for not paying its water bills. I also learned 
that Sybil I has not been paying its attorneys. There was a court appearance scheduled for a week 
ago Friday. I am trying to reach Wayne County today to learn what happened. The county judge 
was concerned aboutSybill's financial resources and whether it has the ability come into 
compliance with its air permit. I believe the permit violations continue. Thanks. Jeff. 

Michael Valentino 

Michael Valentino To: Jeffrey Gahris/R5/USEPA/US@EPA 



07/09/01 10:02 AM cc: 
Subject: sybil! 

Jeff: 

Just a quick update needed: 1. any movement on Sybill's part w.r.t. complying w/ the 114, or 
are they still noncompliant? 2. any more "rumblings" re: Sybill's financial woes and possibly 
closing up? (where did you first hear this?) 3. is 4Q still ARD's target for referral? 

Thanks Jeff. I'm way behind in updating ECAT and need to move today. Karl Karg is leaving EPA 
so getting a 4Q RCRA complaint+ referral will be even more challenging. (looks like a fun Sept 
around here) :) 

Mike 



Michael Valentino 

07/09/01 03:58PM 

ECAT Members: 

To: Tinka Hyde/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, Michael 
Smith/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, Eric Cohen/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, 
George Czerniak/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, Joseph 
Boyle/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, DOUGLAS 
BALLOTTI/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, Jose 
Cisneros/R5/USEPA/US@EPA 

cc: Karl Karg/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, Sue Brauer/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, 
Jeffrey Gahris/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, Francene 
Harris/R5/USEPA/US@EPA, Debra 
Klassman/R5/USEPA/US@EPA 

Subject: Sybill, Inc. MM case 

At the February 28, 2001 briefing for Sybill, our team presented you with several commitments: 
(1) ARD referral to DOJ, March 30, 2001; (2) WPTD amendment to referral for RCRA used oil 
violations, June 30, 2001; (3) Final MM Report to ECAT, June 30, 2001. Our team is requesting 
an extension of each of the above items to the end of 4th quarter FY2001, at the earliest, for the 
following reasons: (1) Sybill did not submit its RCRA 3007 information request (issued March 19, 
2001; due on April 14th) until May 7th. Sue Brauer and I have not completed independent review 
of this information. We are still reviewing analytical results, which Sybill contends successfully 
rebuts the presumption of mixing with hazardous wastes. (2) ARD's decision to postpone its 
referral, and to issue a CAA 114 request requiring, among other things, that Sybill perform a stack 
test on its scrubber. The 114 was issued on April 27, 2001. To date, Sybill has not committed to 
doing the stack test. Sybill has allowed one of the 114 deadlines to pass, failing to provide a 
scrubber monitoring plan by June 18th. Sybill asked for an extension to comply with the 114 
because of ongoing enforcement activity and settlement talks with Wayne County. ARD denied the 
company's request. (3) Sue and I have been spending a great deal of time building our case 
against Dearborn Refining Co., another used oil facility in the greater Detroit area, which has 
proven to be extremely resource· intensive. (4) From information provided to team members by 
both Wayne Co. and MDEQ, it appears that Sybill is in serious financial hardship and possibly on 
the verge of closing. The City of Detroit Water & Sewerage Dept has discontinued providing fresh 
water to the facility, as Sybill is reported to owe the City $500,000. Sybill has reportedly also lost 
some large clients of late. Sybill is trucking in fresh water, and so continues to operate. However, 
the City is considering plugging the sewer, which would prevent any effluent discharge from the 
facility. Wayne Co. has an ongoing enforcement action vs. Sybill for air permit violations. A local 
judge has ordered the company to turn over financial information, as she is concerned whether 
the facility has the financial means to comply with its permit. Also, we've been informed by the 
County that Sybill has defaulted on civil penalty payments required by the City under a Consent 
Order. We may need to quickly assess how financially viable this facility is prior to referring to 
DOJ. (5) Karl Karg, ORC, is leaving the Agency on July 17th. The technical team members will 
need additional time working with the newly assigned attorney in drafting the joint Air·RCRA 
referral. 

It is not likely that Sybill will perform a stack test, which will cost upwards of $5000, any time 
soon. The MM team does not expect any significant changes to the Air findings. The latest 3007 
response may impact some of the preliminary used oil findings identified in the May Draft MMI 
Report. We are recommending completion of the MMI Report by September 15, 2001, and 
issuance of a RCRA Complaint for used oil violations by September 30, 2001. The team will work 
with ECAT to meet a 4Q 2001 commitment for referral to DOJ, but with the reassignment of a new 
attorney, we are requesting an extension to 1Q 2002. 

Please provide us with your approval/disapproval of the suggested dates. We will keep you 
apprised of the developing financial situation as the local and State agencies provide us with more 
information. 



Thank you. 

Mike Valentino 
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3345 Greenfield Road, Melvindale, Michigan 48122 

Telephone: (313) 382-9701 Facsimile: (313) 382-9764 

May7, 2001 

Enforcement and Compliance Branch 
Compliance Section 1 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 
77 West Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Re: Sybill, Inc 
111 Military 
Detroit, MT 48209 
EPA l.D. No.: MIR 000 022 400 

Attention: DE-9J 

The following items and attachments are in response to your letter dated March 19, 2001. All responses 
begin with the number of your request. All attachments are clipped together with a number on them to 
correspond to the requested items. 

I. The shipment to Edwards Oil Service on Michigan manifest 7766184, was from batch 41699 (you had 
41694, the handwriting was bad on that). Attached you will find analytical showing metals, total 
halogens and flash point. Additional analytical provides F001-F002 and PCB analysis on this batch. 
The following streams were treated to yield the above batch: GM Ypsilanti, GM Warren, Delphi 
Sandusky, GM Buick, GM Lansing, GM Saginaw, GM Toledo, GM Flint V-8, GM Grand Rapids, GM 
Romulus, Rouge Steel, GM Livonia, and GM Grand Blanc. Included is the sample oil analysis run on 
each stream for chlorine. We have also included the rebuttal information for each of these streams 
(waste characterization, analytical and letters). 

2. BSW was not reported in all situations on the tracking report provided to you at time of inspection. 
This tracking report is from our accounts receivable department. Sometimes they take short cuts, 
especially if a customer is not billed according to BSW. This information is available at the plant on 
hand written documents. Easy access to this document made it easier for our people to give the 
tracking report to you. In the future, all items will be recorded on the tracking document. Several of 
the customers that bad this information missing are water streams that come into our faci lity. We do not 
record BSW for these streams. Work orders, waste characterization reports and analytical are enclosed 
for the customers you have listed. I have included pages from our QA/QC manual to show our 
approval process. All waste streams prior to shipment must submit a completed waste characterization 
report, sample of material, analysis and rebuttal if required. MSDS sheets may also be required from 
the potential customer. Sybil! conducts its own in-house analysis to determine treatability. If 
everything fa lls into the non-hazardous category and the treatability study reflects the stream to be 
acceptable, an approval number is assigned. The approved shipment must be scheduled with 
transportation and the plant for acceptance. Upon arrival, sample is taken and compared to information 
received during the approval process. If everything is in conformance then shipment will be unloaded 
and the processing stage can begin. 

3. The following waste streams during the period of June I , 1999 to March 17,2000 had concentrations 
of halogens greater than 1000 ppm: GM Ypsilanti, GM Flint V-8, Rouge Steel, GM Warren, Delphi 
Sandusky, GM NAO (aka Buick), GM Lansing, GM Saginaw Malleable, GM Romulus, GM Livonia, 
Detroit Diesel, American Ultra, Ford Van Dyke, LTV Cleveland. 

P.O. Box 5006, Dearborn, Michigan 48128 



4. For the above streams identified in #3, find enclosed the waste characterization report, analytical, 
rebuttal letter and F-scan analysis. These items combined rebut the presumption of the used oil being 
mixed with a halogenated hazardous waste. 

5. Outbound used oil fuel shipped for the period from June 1, 1999 to March 27, 2000 are identified on 
the tracking report as LTV Cleveland. The tracking report contains the quantity shipped and the bill of 
lading number. We have included copies of the fuel spec sheets for shipments to LTV Cleveland. The 
fuel spec sheets give the dates of shipment from Tank 4 and identify the lab analysis. We have attached 
a copy from the tracking report. The highlighted loads were purchased from an outside source that 
delivered directly to LTV. Our bills of lading are on file, as are the bills of lading for loads purchased 
from outside source. 

6. Photo of Tank 29 is enclosed, which clearly shows the labeling. The tanks had recently been painted 
and had not yet been relabeled. SRS Enviromnental does not have an exact date as to when they were 
relabeled. We have a letter on file, to EPA dated April 14, 2000, that shows the tanks were labeled. It 
is enclosed for your review. 

7. For the period of September 5, 2000 to the present please find that we are using generator knowledge 
and ASTM D4294 for halogen determination. Statistically we run F-scan methods 80 15B, 801 OB and 
8020 to assure that we are not accepting material with halogenated hazardous waste. Generator waste 
profiling is done annually (not monthly), or when a new stream is considered for acceptance. All 
inbound and outbound streams are required to have the ASTM D4294 run, prior to acceptance 
(inbound) or shipment (outbound). We also have batch analysis done for all outbound used oil fuel. 
This analysis provides a full analytical (which you have copies of). We are including the following for 
your review: a) GM Ypsilanti for generator waste profiling. b) Sample analysis sheets for incoming 
loads. c) Data summary sheets and/or sample analysis sheets for outbound shipments of used oil fuel. 

8. Outbound shipments ofused oil fuels have a full analysis run on the batch tank (you have copies of that 
analysis) prior to shipment. PCBs are one ofthe parameters run, we have not had any hits for this as 
evidenced by those analytical reports. PCBs are tested on streams for pre-approval into our facility as 
evidenced by analytical in response #4. We also do statistical testing for PCBs on inbound shipments, 
samples are included in response #4. 

9. I certify under penalty oflaw that I have examined and am familiar with the information submitted in 
responding to this information request for production of documents. Based on my review of all 
relevant documents and inquiring of those individuals immediately responsible for providing all 
relevant information and documents, r believe that the information submitted is true, accurate, and 
complete. I am i!Ware that there are significant penalties for submitting false information, including the 
possibility of.-- . e and impr'somnent. 



CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. George Haratsis 
Plant Manager 
Sybill dba SRS Environmental 
3345 Greenfield Road 
Melvindale, Michigan 48122 

Re: Notice of Violation 
Compliance Evaluation Inspection 

DE-9J 
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Sybill, Inc. , 111 Military Avenue, Detroit, Michigan 
EPA I.D. No.: MIR 000 022 400 

Dear Mr. Haratsis: 

On March 27 and 28, 2000, representatives of the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), Michigan Department 
of Environmental Quality, Wayne County, and City of Detroit 
inspected Sybill, Inc., doing business as SRS Environmental at 
111 Military Avenue in Detroit, Michigan. The purpose of the 
inspection was, in part, to evaluate the facility's compliance 
with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
regulations codified at Title 40 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (40 CFR) Part 279-Standards for the Management of 
Used Oil. On June 1, 1999, the State of Michigan achieved 
Federal authorization for analogous portions of its Part 111 
Administrative Rules® 299.9809 - R 299.9816). The complete 
multi-media inspection report will be provided at a later date. 
A photocopy of the relevant RCRA checklists and review memoranda 
are enclosed. 

Based on the March 27 and 28, 2000 inspection, we have determined 
that SRS Environmental was violating the following requirements. 

• 40 CFR 279.55(a) [MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] The "SRS 
Environmental QA/QC Program" does not specify a sample 
method and does not indicate the circumstances dictating the 
appropriate use of a coliwasa/tube sampler, weighted bottle, 



bomb, or tank sampling. 
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• 40 CFR 279.55(a) [MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] The "SRS 
Environmental QA/QC Program" specified methods to analyze 
used oil for parameters specified in 40 CFR 279.53 
(halogenated hazardous constituents listed in App. VIII of 
Part 261) do not identify hexachlorobutadiene and 
hexachloroethane as target analytes. These hazardous 
constituents are relied upon to define the hazardous 
characteristic of toxicity. 

• 40 CFR 279.55 (a) [MAC Rule R 299.9813 (3)] The "SRS 
Environmental QA/QC Program" does not identify the type of 
information that will be used to determine the halogen 
content of the used oil and does not specifically address 
"the rebuttable presumption." 

• 40 CFR 279.55(b) (2) [MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] The "SRS 
Environmental QA/QC Program" indicates that sample analyses 
will be used to determine that used oil fuel meets the 
specifications at 40 CFR 279.11. The plan does not identify 
the sampling method used to obtain representative samples to 
be analyzed. 

• 40 CFR 279.52(a) (2) (iii) [MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] The 
location of individual fire extinguishers was not mapped. 

• 40 CFR 279.52 (b) (2) (v) [MAC Rule R 299.9813 (3)] The 
descriptions and locations of emergency equipment for fire, 
spills, communications and decontamination were inadequate. 

• 40 CFR 279.54(b) (2) [MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] Tank 12 was 
leaking on March 27, 2000. 

• 40 CFR 279.54 [MAC R 299.9813(3)] None of the used oil tanks 
and containers were labeled "Used Oil." 

• While not a clear violation, the inspectors observed 
deteriorated concrete including apparent chemical etching 
from repeated leaks from treatment tanks and associated 
piping or valves. The scale pit and sump pit are used to 
store used oil. These pits meet the definition of 
"aboveground tank" in 40 CFR 279.1. These tanks below the 
surface of the floor could not be inspected to determine 
whether or not the tanks are in "good condition." Etched 
and eroded concrete may leak to soil beneath the building, 
compromising future clean closure of the used oil tanks [see 
40 CFR 279.54(h) (1) for tank closure requirements]. 
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According to Section 3008(a) of the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA), U.S. EPA may issue an order assessing a 
civil penalty for any past or current violation requiring 
compliance immediately or within a specified time period. This 
letter is not such an order. 

Thank you for the letter dated April 14, 2000, signed by Sherryll 
A. Miller of SRS Environmental, enclosing photographs of "used 
oil" labels for aboveground tanks 1, 2, [3 "clarifier"], 4, [5 
"clarifier"], 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 
24, 25, 26, 27, 28, and 30. Also, thank you for the Plant Layout 
Drawing (REV 07 - Updated 10/1/99) updated by manually adding the 
location of the fire extinguishers. Please add the fire 
extinguishers locations electronically to the computer-generated 
map so subsequent printed versions will also include the fire 
extinguisher locations (for future inspections). You have been 
returned to compliance for 40 CFR 279.52 (a) (2) (iii) [MAC Rule R 
299.9813(3)] for mapping fire extinguisher locations and, in 
part, for 40 CFR 279.54 [MAC R 299.9813(3)] for used oil tank 
labeling. Containers, such as the open drums beside each tank to 
catch drips, are also required to be labeled "Used Oil." To the 
extent that clarifiers (3 and 5) are used to manage "used oil," 
the clarifiers should also be labeled "Used Oil." 

The April 14, 2000 letter also enclosed monthly oil sample 
reports for January through March, 2000 and copies of operator 
logs with operating temperatures recorded. Remaining issues from 
the inspection will be followed up through a multi-statute 
administrative request for answers to questions and the 
production of documents, due to the multi-media nature of the 
inspection. 

In a related matter, SRS Environmental sent a letter dated 
October 23, 1998 to Mr. Bryan Holtrop of U.S. EPA Region 5, 
enclosing a "Waste Management Plan" required by an administrative 
complaint and compliance order dated September 24, 1998. The 
"SRS Environmental QA/QC Program" received March 28, 2000 was 
reviewed in lieu of the "Waste Management Plan" previously 
submitted and was evaluated in comparison to the Federally 
enforceable (as of June 1, 1999) analysis plan requirements of 40 
CFR 279.55 [MAC R 299.9813(3)]. Please advise U.S. EPA if you 
object to our review of the "SRS Environmental QA/QC Program" in 
lieu of the previously submitted "Waste Management Plan." 

For your information, copies of some Region 5 guidance are 
enclosed. The guidance titled, "Determination/Chemical Analysis 
of Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) for the Toxic Substances 
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Control Act (TSCA) Regulation of 40 CFR 761" (encl~~-;;d)··;;;~y•cb'~""""' .. ~· 
helpful to your contracted lab analyst and in revising the "SRS 
Environmental QA/QC Program." A copy of additional Region 5 
guidance may be helpful in revising the "SRS Environmental QA/QC 
Program" to address the RCRA used oil rebuttable presumption. The 
DRAFT "Regulatory Framework for Rebutting EPA's Presumption of 
Used Oil Mixture with a Hazardous Waste" may be applied to each 
generator's wastestream(s) pr~or to receiving routine shipments. 
Subsequent shipments of a particular wastestream should be 
compared to the total halogen concentration in the sample of that 
wastestream characterized prior to receipt. When the total 
halogen concentration in a particular shipment exceeds the 
expected range for that wastestream, the possibility of used oil 
mixture with a halogenated hazardous waste should be re-
evaluated. 

We request that you submit a written response to the violations 
and concern cited above within 30 days of receipt of this letter. 
The response should document the actions, if any, which you have 
taken since the inspection to comply with the above 
requirements. 

You should submit your response to Mr. Michael Valentino, United 
States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5, 77 West Jackson 
Boulevard, DE-9J, Chicago, Illinois 60604 with a copy to Ms. Sue 
Rodenbeck Brauer, United States Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region 5, 77 West Jackson Boulevard, DW-9J, Chicago, Illinois 
60604. You should also send a copy of your response to Jeanette 
M. Noechel, Environmental Quality Analyst, Waste Management 
Division, Detroit Office, Suite 3600, 300 River Place, Detroit, 
Michigan 48207. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter feel free to 
contact Ms. Brauer at (312) 353-6134 or Mr. Valentino of my staff 
at (312) 886-4582. 

Sincerely, 

Lorna Jereza, Chief 
Compliance Section 1 
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch 

Enclosures 
Completed MDEQ checklists for used oil processors and re­
refiners, marketers, and transporters 
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Review of Document Titled, "SRS Environmental QA/QC Program" 

"List of documents requested prior to inspection/documents 
presented during RCRA inspection for used oil management 
standards" 

"Regulatory Framework for Rebutting EPA's Presumption of Used Oil 
Mixture with a Hazardous Waste" 

"Determination/Chemical Analysis of Polychlorinated Biphenyls 
(PCBs) for the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) Regulation of 
40 CFR 761" 

cc: Jeanette M. Noechel, MDEQ w/enclosures 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: 

DW-8J 
MEMORANDUM 

DATE: APR 3 G~-211 

SUBJECT: RCRA Used Oil Compliance Evaluation Inspection Repor~ 
Sybill, doing business as SRS Environmental, Inc. 
MIR 000 020 400 

A~~ 
FROM: · Sue Rodenbeck Brauer, RCRA Used Oi l cExpert 

THROUGH: Paul Little, Acting Chief ~~ ~~~ 
Waste Management Branch, WPTD 

Lor rv~ ~~c./ TO: Joseph M. Boyle, Chief 
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch, WPTD 

Attached to this memorandum please find the inspection report I 
prepared at the request of Mike Valentino, Multi-media Inspection 
Team Leader, Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch (ECAB). 
I participated in the March 27 - 28, 2000 multimedia inspection of 
Sybill and have been working with Region 5 staff (e.g., Bryan 
Holtrop of ECAB) regarding Sybill since its first multimedia 
inspection in 1995. This inspection report was informally 
transmitted to Mike as a "DRAFT Virtual MMI RCRA (Subtitle C) 
Used Oil Inspection Report for Sybill" on July 19, 2000. 

This inspection report covers the period from March 27, 2000 
through July 2000. A follow-up report will be submitted later to 
officially document subsequent reviews. I recommend that ECAB 
staff and I continue to work with Karl Karg, the assigned 
Assistant Regional Counsel, to evaluate the confidential business 
information claims made by Mr. George Haratsis during the March 
2000 inspection. 

Finally, the Waste Management Branch presumes that Enforcement 
and Compliance Assurance Branch staff wil l submit this document 
to the Waste Management .Record Center and update all case 
tracking informati on in RCRAinfo. Documents which may contain 
CBI are not attached. They were filed separately. 

Attachments 
• July 19, 2000 E- mail from Sue Brauer to Mike Valentino 

Inspection Report 

Recycled/Recyclable•Prlnted with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 1 00% Recycled Paper (40% Postconsumer) 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

MAR 19 2001 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF 

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

Sybill, Inc. 
111 Military Avenue 
Detroit, Michigan 48209 

U.S. EPA I.D. NO.: MIR 000 022 400 

ATTENTION: Mr. Vasilios C. Madias 
President 
Sybill, Inc. 
111 Military Avenue 
Detroit, Michigan 48209 

REQUEST FOR INFORMATION 

DE-9J 

By this letter, the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
requests information under Section 3007 of the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 
6927. Section 3007 authorizes the Administrator of U.S. EPA to 
require you to submit certain information. 

This request requires Sybill, Inc. ( Sybill) to submit certain 
information relating to used oil management practices at the 
Sybill facility located at 111 Military Avenue in Detroit, 
Michigan (the facility). We are requiring this information to 
determine Sybill's compliance status with the standards for used 
oil management set forth at 40 CFR Parts 279 and 761. Attachment 
1 specifies the information you must submit. You must submit 
this information within twenty-one (21) calendar days of 
receiving this request to the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency, Attention: Michael Valentino, 77 West Jackson 
Boulevard, DE-9J, Chicago, Illinois 60604. 

You may, under 40 CFR Part 2 Subpart B, assert a business 
confidentiality claim covering all or part of the information in 
the manner described in 40 CFR 2.203(b). We will disclose the 
information covered by a business confidentiality claim only to 
the extent and by means of the procedures at 40 CFR Part 2, B. 
You must make any request for confidentiality when you submit the 
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information since any information not so identified may be made 
available to the public without further notice. 

Sybill must submit all requested information under an authorized 
signature certifying that the information is true and complete to 
the best of the signatory's knowledge and belief. Should the 
signatory find, at any time after submitting the requested 
information, that any portion o£ the submitted information is 
false, misleading or incomplete, the signatory should notify us. 
Knowingly providing false information, in response to this 
request, may be actionable under 18 U.S.C. §§ 1001 and 1341. We 
may use the requested information in an administrative, civil or 
criminal action. 

This request is not subject to the Paperwork Reduction Act, 
U.S.C. § 3501 et ~., because it seeks collection of information 
from specific individuals or entities as part of an 
administrative action or investigation. 

Failure to comply fully with this request for information may 
subject Sybill to an enforcement action under Section 3008 of 
RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928. 

You should direct questions about this request for information to 
Mr. Valentino at (312) 886-4582. 

I 

Date 

Attachment 

/. I 

/ y~,,~~ yt ( . 

Lorna M: Jereza,· .E., Chief 
Enforcement and Compliance Branch 
Compliance Section 1 
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ATTACHMENT I 

Instructions: You must respond separately to each of the questions or 
requests in this attachment. Precede each answer with the number of the 
Request for Information to which it corresponds. For each document 
produced in response to this Request for Information, indicate on the 
document, or in some other reasonable manner, the number of the question to 
which it responds. 

Requests 

1. For the shipment to Edwards Oil Service on Michigan manifest 7766184, 
provide arsenic, cadmium, chromium, lead, total halogens, and flash point 
analyses for batch 41694. Also, provide the total halogen analyses and 
rebuttal information for incoming waste streams that were treated to yield 
this shipment. 

2. For the following customers, jobs, and work orders, describe the waste 
characterization process employed by Sybill prior to placement of the waste 
in tanks at Sybill. Support your answer with representative waste 
characterization documents for each customer (used oil generator) . 
Specifically, why was bottom sediments and water (BSW) not determined 
and/or not reported for each shipment during the period from June 1, 1999 
to March 27, 2000? (Reference tracking reports provided to U.S. EPA 
inspectors on March 28, 2000.) The following are excerpts taken from the 
tracking report at the time of the inspection, and any deletions or 
apparent misprints are kept in so as to ensure accurate reproducibility 
with respect to the document: 

115 Nelson Metal Products 
413 Nelson Metals-Waste Water Pump Out 
2645 Standing Work Order 

351 City of Detroit 
all jobs and work orders 

439 Alpha Stamping 
170 pump out pits and totes 
3202 Pump out pits and totes 

439 Alpha Stamping 
170 pump out pits and totes 
3226 Standing Work Order 

442 Oscar W. Larson Company 
174 Drop-off for Disposal- Wastewater and waste oil 
1274 standing work order for waste water and waste oil 
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501 Metal Working Lubricants 
346 GMC Blanket - GM PTG Livonia 
2926 Inland Waters to Drop 20 Yd Vacuum sludge box at plant for processing 
- sta 

501 Metal Working Lubricants 
349 GMC Blanket - Lansing (LAD) 
2366 Standing Work Order for GMC-LAD Plant 6 Drums Dropped off by Inland 
Wat 

501 Metal Working Lubricants 
409 Oily Waste Pickup from Lake Orion Plant 
2639 Oily Waste Pickup - Standing Work Order 

529 Waste Management Industrial Services 
321 Oil/Water Pickup 
1997 Standing Work Order - "Water from SRS into SRS" (2000) (somewhat 
different for 1999) 

529 Waste Management Industrial Services 
322 Mineral Oil Wastes 
1980 Standing work order - pump out used oil from various sites at complex 

554 North American Environmental Corp. 
443 Transport and Disposal of Rinse Water 
3469 5K Vac Truck with 100 Feet of Hose 

569 Steel Technologies 
446 trans. and dispose of waste oil 
3382 See Dan Rubino or Rich Meddy First, they will show you the inside pit 
they w 

572 LTV Steel - Cleveland Works 
439 LTV-Recycled Oil In and Used Out 
3036 Standing Work Order - Used Oil Out of LTV 

577 Michigan Recovery Systems, Inc. 
454 Transport and Disposal of Oily Sludge from Warren 
3173 Transport and Disposal of Oily Sludge 

580 Manfredi Motor Transit Co. 
462 Disposal of Waste Water 
3317 

584 Capital Environmental 
465 transp. and disposal of non-haz. waste oil and water 
3422 10,000 gallon tanker to pump out waste oil 
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585 Waste Management, Inc. 
468 Pump out drums of used oil/coolant 
3461 Standing Work Order Pump Out 40 or More drums of used oil and coolant 

58 6 Everclear 
470 Deliver/Receive Used Oil 
3516 Standing Work Order for receipt/delivery of used oil from/to Ohio 

• plant 

589 American Ultra Specialties 
471 disposal of liquid waste 
3612 

98 Rouge Steel 
1 Wastewater Removal and Disposal 
37 Tandem Mill Water - Large Tanker - Standing Work Order 

3. To the exten·t that the total halogen concentration is available for 
incoming wastestreams during the period from June 1, 1999 to March 27, 
2000, identify all incoming wastestreams with total halogen concentrations 
above 1,000 parts per million (ppm). (Reference tracking reports provided 
to U.S. EPA inspectors on March 28, 2000.) 

4. For all concentrations of total halogens over 1,000 ppm in incoming 
wastestreams identified in request 3, rebut the presumption that the used 
oil was mixed with a halogenated hazardous waste. 

5. For all outbound shipments of used oil fuel, for the period from June 
l, 1999 to March 27, 2000, cross-reference the record of used oil analysis 
or other information used to make the determination that the oil meets the 
specifications for arsenic, cadmium, chromium, lead, total halogens, and 
flash point. (Records of used oil fuel analysis have been provided, but 
the method of cross-referencing with tank-specific analyses and shipments 
from specific tanks was not demonstrated to U.S. EPA RCRA inspectors on 
March 27 and 28, 2000.) A photocopy of pages from an operating log book 
listing the tank & sampling date, tank from which shipped, analysis number, 
shipper/bill of lading/manifest number, transporter, and used oil fuel 
recipient would suffice, if it exists. Alternatively, if this information 
is included in the tracking report provided on March 28, 2000, please 
direct our attention to the appropriate fields. 

6. Provide a photo of Tank 29 showing all labeling and your best estimate 
of when the labels were applied. 

7. For the period from September 5, 2000, to the present, identify the 
method and provide the standard operating procedures for total halogen 
~eterminations a) for generator waste profiling, b) to fingerprint incoming 
3hipments of used oil, and c) for out-bound shipments of used oil fuel. 
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Provide one representative sample of each determination (generator waste 
profiling, fingerprint of incoming shipment, and outbound shipment) per 
month. 

TSCA Waste Oil Specific (see 40 CFR 261.8, 40 CFR 761.3 and 761.20): 

8. For all concentrations of total halogens over 1,000 ppm in incoming 
wastestreams and outbound fuel shipments, provide your determination that 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are not present at levels above 2 ppm. 
(Documents submitted in response to previous questions may be referenced.) 

9. Provide the following certification by a responsible corporate 
officer: 

I certify under the penalty of law that I have examined and am 
familiar with the information submitted in responding to this 
information request for production of documents. Based on my 
review of all relevant documents and inquiring of those 
individuals immediately responsible for providing all relevant 
information and documents, I believe that the information 
submitted is true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that there 
are significant penalties for submitting false information, 
including the possibility of fine and imprisonment. 
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ATTACHMENT I 

Instructions: You must respond separately to each of the questions or 
requests in this attachment. Precede each answer with the number of the 
Request for Information to which it corresponds. For each document 
produced in response to this Request for Information, indicate on the 
document, or in some other reasonable manner, the number of the question to 
which it responds. 

Requests 

1. For the shipment to Edwards Oil Service on Michigan manifest 7766184, 
provide arsenic, cadmium, chromium, lead, total halogens, and flash point 
analyses for batch 41694. Also, provide the total halogen analyses and 
rebuttal information for incoming waste streams that were treated to yield 
this shipment. 

2. For the following customers, jobs, and work orders, describe the waste 
characterization process employed by Sybill prior to placement of the waste 
in tanks at Sybill. Support your answer with representative waste 
characterization documents for each customer (used oil generator) . 
Specifically, why was bottom sediments and water (BSW) not determined 
and/or not reported for each shipment during the period from June 1, 1999 
to March 27, 2000? (Reference tracking reports provided to U.S. EPA 
inspectors on March 28, 2000.) The following are excerpts taken from the 
tracking report at the time of the inspection, and any deletions or 
apparent misprints are kept in so as to ensure accurate reproducibility 
with respect to the document: 

115 Nelson Metal Products 
413 Nelson Metals-Waste Water Pump Out 
2645 Standing Work Order 

351 City of Detroit 
all jobs and work orders 

439 Alpha Stamping 
170 pump out pits and totes 
3202 Pump out pits and totes 

439 Alpha Stamping 
170 pump out pits and totes 
3226 Standing Work Order 

442 Oscar W. Larson Company 
174 Drop-off for Disposal -Wastewater and waste oil 
~274 standing work order for waste water and waste oil 
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501 Metal Working Lubricants 
346 GMC Blanket - GM PTG Livonia 
2926 Inland Waters to Drop 20 Yd Vacuum sludge box at plant for processing 
- sta 

501 Metal Working Lubricants 
349 GMC Blanket - Lansing (LAD) 
2366 Standing Work Order for GMC-LAD Plant 6 Drums Dropped off by Inland 
Wat 

501 Metal Working Lubricants 
409 Oily Waste Pickup from Lake Orion Plant 
2639 Oily Waste Pickup - Standing Work Order 

529 Waste Management Industrial Services 
321 Oil/Water Pickup 
1997 Standing Work Order - "Water from SRS into SRS" (2000) (somewhat 
different for 1999) 

529 Waste Management Industrial Services 
322 Mineral Oil Wastes 
1980 Standing work order - pump out used oil from various sites at complex 

554 North American Environmental Corp. 
443 Transport and Disposal of Rinse Water 
3469 5K Vac Truck with 100 Feet of Hose 

569 Steel Technologies 
446 trans. and dispose of waste oil 
3382 See Dan Rubino or Rich Meddy First, they will show you the inside pit 
they w 

572 LTV Steel - Cleveland Works 
439 LTV-Recycled Oil In and Used Out 
3036 Standing Work Order - Used Oil Out of LTV 

577 Michigan Recovery Systems, Inc. 
454 Transport and Disposal of Oily Sludge from Warren 
3173 Transport and Disposal of Oily Sludge 

580 Manfredi Motor Transit Co. 
462 Disposal of Waste Water 
3317 

584 Capital Environmental 
465 transp. and disposal of non-haz. waste oil and water 
1422 10,000 gallon tanker to pump out waste oil 
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585 Waste Management, Inc. 
468 Pump out drums of used oil/coolant 
3461 Standing Work Order Pump Out 40 or More drums of used oil and coolant 

586 Everc1ear 
470 Deliver/Receive Used Oil 
3516 Standing Work Order for receipt/delivery of used oil from/to Ohio 
plant 

589 American Ultra Specialties 
471 disposal of liquid waste 
3612 

98 Rouge Steel 
1 Wastewater Removal and Disposal 
37 Tandem Mill Water - Large Tanker - Standing Work Order 

3. To the extent that the total halogen concentration is available for 
incoming wastestreams during the period from June 1, 1999 to March 27, 
2000, identify all incoming wastestreams with total halogen concentrations 
above 1,000 parts per million (ppm). (Reference tracking reports provided 
to U.S. EPA inspectors on March 28, 2000.) 

4. For all concentrations of total halogens over 1,000 ppm in incoming 
wastestreams identified in request 3, rebut the presumption that the used 
oil was mixed with a halogenated hazardous waste. 

5. For all outbound shipments of used oil fuel, for the period from June 
1, 1999 to March 27, 2000, cross-reference the record of used oil analysis 
or other information used to make the determination that the oil meets the 
specifications for arsenic, cadmium, chromium, lead, total halogens, and 
flash point. (Records of used oil fuel analysis have been provided, but 
the method of cross-referencing with tank-specific analyses and shipments 
from specific tanks was not demonstrated to U.S. EPA RCRA inspectors on 
March 27 and 28, 2000.) A photocopy of pages from an operating log book 
listing the tank & sampling date, tank from which shipped, analysis number, 
shipper/bill of lading/manifest number, transporter, and used oil fuel 
recipient would suffice, if it exists. Alternatively, if this information 
is included in the tracking report provided on March 28, 2000, please 
direct our attention to the appropriate fields. 

6. Provide a photo of Tank 29 showing all labeling and your best estimate 
of when the labels were applied. 

7. For the period from September 5, 2000, to the present, identify the 
method and provide the standard operating procedures for total halogen 
ieterminations a) for generator waste profiling, b) to fingerprint incoming 
shipments of used oil, and c) for out-bound shipments of used oil fuel. 
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Provide one representative sample of each determination (generator waste 
profiling, fingerprint of incoming shipment, and outbound shipment) per 
month. 

TSCA Waste Oil Specific (see 40 CFR 261.8, 40 CFR 761.3 and 761.20): 

8. For all concentrations of total halogens over 1,000 ppm in incoming 
wastestreams and outbound fuel shipments, provide your determination that 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are not present at levels above 2 ppm. 
(Documents submitted in response to previous questions may be referenced.) 

9. Provide the following certification by a responsible corporate 
officer: 

I certify under the penalty of law that I have examined and am 
familiar with the information submitted in responding to this 
information request for production of documents. Based on my 
review of all relevant documents and inquiring of those 
individuals immediately responsible for providing all relevant 
information and documents, I believe that the information 
submitted is true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that there 
are significant penalties for submitting false information, 
including the possibility of fine and imprisonment. 

f:\user\sbrauer\usedoil\sybill\sybill3007_MV SRB FINAL 02-27-0l.WPD, 
revised 03/06/2001 SRB 



40 CFR 279-Standards for the Management of Used Oil 

Evaluation of Sybill, Inc., doing business as SRS Environmental 

EPA ID Number MIR 000 022 400 
Multi-media Inspection on March 27 and 28, 2000 

Prepared by Sue Rodenbeck Brauer 
Regional RCRA Used Oil Expert 

I. Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) 

Inspection Checklists (may contain CBI) 

•Used Oil Inspection Form - Oil Processors and Re-refiners 

•Used Oil Inspection Form - Fuel Marketer 

•Used Oil Inspection Form - Transporters and Transfer Facilities 

II. Documents Received During Inspection 

•Permit 2, Permit to Install Application Sybill Incorporated 

Process Tanks and Pollution Control Equipment, Sybill, 

Incorporated, 111 Military, Detroit, Michigan Prepared by ECT, 

Inc. (July 7, 1994) Mr. George Haratsis may have claimed CBI. 

•Blank Form titled, "SYBILL FACILITY INSPECTION REPORT" 

•Blank Form titled, "SRS ENVIRONMENTAL TANK STATUS REPORT 

DATE: " 
•"SPILL CONTAINMENT AREAS FOR TANKERS" (SRS ENVIRONMENTAL, JULY 

29, 1999, PAGE 1 OF 2" 
•"SYBILL - SRS ENVIRONMENTAL EMERGENCY EVACUATION CONTINGENCY 

PLAN" 
•Excerpted (?) ''Process Flow Description" (1/1/2000, pages 1 

through 5) with attached SRS ENVIRONMENTAL Plant Layout Drawing, 

REV-07 - Updated 10/1/99. Mr. George Haratsis claimed CBI. 

•Excerpted pages 9 through 12, headed ''SPCC,'' listing storage 

tanks 
• Blank Form titled, "SAMPLE ANALYSIS" 

•Blank Form titled, "SRS ENVIRONMENTAL TRANSACTION LOG FOR 

DATE: " 
•Blank Form titled, "STRAIGHT BILL OF LADING" (2 part form, 

second page begins ''This Shipping Order," second page is 

completed, but not completely legible) 

• SRS Environmental QA/QC Program" Revision 1.3, Effective Date 

November 3, 1999, 118 p. Mr. George Haratsis claimed CBI. 

•"SRS Tracking System" for periods from June 1, 1999 to December 

31, 1999 and January l, 2000 with data entry up to March 27, 

2000. Mr. George Haratsis claimed CBI. 
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1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

ECAT Briefing 
February 28, 2001 

Sybill, Inc. MMI Agenda Items: 

Preliminary remarks 
Justification for joint filing w/ DOJ 
ARD -- Case status and next steps 
RCRA Used Oil-- Case status and next steps 
Revised Case Timeline 

Background 

Mike Valentino, ECAB 
Karl Karg, ORC 
Jeff Gahris, ARD 
Sue Brauer, WMB 
Mike Valentino, ECAB 

Sybill, Inc., ( d.b.a. SRS Environmental), is a used oil processor and marketer located in an 
economically depressed residential/commercial section in the Delray community of southwest 
Detroit. The facility began operations at its present location in 1992. Sybil! employs 12 at this 
location, and operates 7 days per week, 24 hours per day. The facility receives a wide range of 
wastewater and used oil streams, ranging in oil content from roughly 2% to about 95%. 
Through-put is roughly 150,000 gallons per day. The facility markets oil for resale as fuel. 

Unloading, filling and treatment operations result in the release of volatile organics and hydrogen 
sulfide. Although the facility has installed a scrubber, odors from the facility have generated 
numerous citizens complaints. The multimedia inspection discovered violations of the air permit 
issued by Wayne County APCD. ARD has identified violations and is prepared to refer the case 
to DOJ in 2"d Quarter FY 2001. 

The MMI also resulted in violations of the RCRA used oil management standards. WPTD is still 
preparing its case and more information is needed to support some of the counts likely to be 
included in a referral to DOJ. The RCRA used oil case will be ready for referral to Justice in 3'd 
Quarter FY 2001. 

Document reviews by WD and Superfund found no Water or CERCLAIEPCRA violations, and 
both programs are recommending no further action at this point. 

Revised Case Schedule 

ARD TIMELINE: 

Referral to Justice: March 30,2001 



RCRA TIMELINE: 

3007 Request for supplemental info: 
Info Request response from Sybill: 
Amendment to Referral: 

MMI TEAM TIMELINE: 

Draft MMI Report to ECAT: 
Final MMI Report to ECAT: 

-2-

March 8, 2001 
Aprill9, 2001 
June 30, 2001 

May 9, 2001 
June 27, 2001 
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• o Michael Valentino 02/28/2001 09:18AM 

To: Sue Brauer, Karl Karg, Jeffrey Gahris 

~ 88S""'8 .. 

Subject: Sybil I --- SCHEDULE+ TO DAY'S AGENDA 

Team: 

Here's a revision to yesterday's case timeline which I'd like to present to ECAT (after they bite my 
head off, which will make talking difficult). 

ARD TIMELINE: 

Referral to Justice: March 30, 2001 

RCRA TIMELINE: 

3007 Request for supplemental info: March 8, 2001 
Info Request response from Sybil I: April 19, 2001 
Amendment to Referral: June 30, 2001 

TEAM TIMELINE: 

Draft MMI Report to ECAT: May 9, 2001 
June 27, 2001 Final MMI Report to ECAT: 

Here's a suggested order of presentations: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Preliminary remarks regarding timeliness 
Justification for joint filing w/ DOJ 
ARD .. Case status and next steps 
RCRA Used Oil --Case status and next steps 
Revised Case Timeline 

Mike (1·2 minutes) 
Karl (3-4 min) 

Jeff (4 min) 
Sue (4 min) 
Mike (2 min) 

Any comments/suggestions? If so, please get them to me quickly. Thanks . 

... Mike 

')fl.. I il i 
u~ ~~ .. J11 i,v;,J, t:z lf-&.:~.e 
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Sybil! dba SRS Enviromental 
EPA ID No. MIR 000 022 400 

List of documents requested prior to inspection/documents presented during RCRA inspection 
for used oil management standards. 

Notes from March 27 and 28, 2000 inspection. 
Prepared by Sue Rodenbeck Brauer from handwritten inspection notes 
June 28, 2000 

1. Most recent Notification of Regulated Waste Activity (EPA Form 8700-12 or MDEQ form) 

Sybil! provided a copy ofMDEQ form EQP 5150 (10/95). Sybil! notified as an on-spec used oil 
fuel marketer, transporter, transfer facility, and processor. Gary Berndt signed the form and 
dated it February 20, 1997. 

2. Correspondence with local authorities (police, fire stations, local emergency response, 
hospitals, equipment suppliers or local authorities' refusal to enter into such arrangements 
[279.52(a)(6)]. 

Sybil! presented letters dated February 19, 1999 to Oakwood Clinic, EMS- Detroit, Detroit Fire, 
and Henry Ford Hospital. No local authorities refused to enter agreemetns. 

Correspondence with local authorities was filed with the Emergency Planning and Community 
Right to Know Act "Tier 2 Emergency and Hazardous Waste Chemical Inventory." I reviewed 
letters dated February 1997 for calendar year 1996; January 29, 1999 for calendar year 1998; 
January 2000 for calendar year 1999. For 1999, letters were written to MDEQ anmd Detroit Fire. 

These documents indicate that Sybil! is down to 3 chemicals: sulfuric acid (H2S04), caustic 
soda, and polymer. Sybil! dropped sodium bisulfite and aluminum sulfate in 1997. Sybil! no 
longer has a rental boiler. There has been no process change. 

There is no correspondence with a firehouse responding to an emergency. 

3. Contingency plan and emergency procedures (Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures 
plan if a separate used oil contingency plan is not available)[ 40 CFR 279.52(b )]. 

The Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan was presented. Beverly Kush signed a 
letter dated November 5, 1999, returning the facility to compliance. 

Page 1 of 4 



4. Most recent tank inspection report [40 CFR 279.54(b)]. 

This was requested to satisfy the RCRA requirement for "good condition (no severe rusting, 
apparent structural defects or deterioration)." There is no tank integrity testing. Tank condition 
is recorded during a daily walk ("Tank Status Report"). A monthly inspection is written, "Sybil! 
Facility Inspection Report." 

5. List of tanks and containers used to receive, store, and process used oil. Identification of 
secondary contaimnent for each unit [40 CFR 279.54(c), (d), and (e)]. 

All used oil tanks in the processing building rely on "pitch/grade sump" for secondary 
containment. See excerpted pages 9 to 12, headed "SPCC" on page 9, received 3/28/2000. The 
tipping floor center sump is 10 feet deep. The scale pit and tipping floor center sump are not 
identified as a "tank," but I believe both are used oil "aboveground tank(s)" as defined at 40 
CFR279.1. 

Regardless of construction date, all oil processing tanks inside the building have secondary 
contaimnent underneath the tanks, meeting the secondary contaimnent requirement for "new 
aboveground tanks" at 40 CFR 279.54(e). 

6. Written analysis plan (40 CFR 279.55 and 40 CFR 279.53). 

Sybil! provided the "SRS Enviromnental QA/QC Program", Revision 1.3, dated November 3, 
1999. See separate regulatory review of that plan. 

The on-site contract laboratory employee, Tom King, stated that PCBs are analyzed using 
method 8082 and that the GC solvent scan FID method used is 8015B. These methods are not the 
methods identified in the "SRS Enviromnental QA/QC Program." Tom stated that there is a day 
or two turnaround for analyses of received shipments. There is not a flash point set up in the lab, 
and metals analyses are not done on-site now. 

7. Used oil acceptance and delivery records for the past three years [40 CR 279.56]. 

Sybil! provided the blank form titled, "SAMPLE ANALYSIS" with these column headings: 
GENERATOR, MANIFEST#, OIL%, WATER%, RAG AND SOLIDS%, CL%, P.H, COLOR, 
ODOR, VISCOSITY. 

Sybil! also provided the blank form titled, "SRS ENVIRONMENTAL TRANSACTION LOG 
FOR DATE: "with these column headings: TIME TRUCK ARRIVED, TIME 
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TRUCK CONNECTED TO PUMP, LOAD UNLOAD, MANIFEST NUMBER, TOTAL 
GALLONS, GENERATOR, DISPOSITION, and TIME COMPLETED LOAD/UNLOAD. 

On March 28, 2000, Sybil! provided two computer printouts, one for the period from June 1, 
1999 to December 31, 1999 and another for the period from January 1, 2000 to the time of the 
inspection. These printouts detail Sybil!' s customers for incoming wastewater and used oils and 
outbound used oil, including such details as customer names, pricing, and individual shipment 
amounts and oil/water/bottom sediment fractions. Sybil! claimed confidential business 
information for this information. 

8. Operating record (records and results of used oil analyses, summary reports and details of all 
incidents that require implementation of the contingency plan [40 CPR 279.57]. 

The operating record appears to consist of the computerized tracking system described above in 
number 7, the two part shipping order/straight bill of lading, and the results of chemical analysis 
reports which were hand-copied during the inspection. Additional information should be 
requested to demonstrate how Sybil! links all the pieces together for a few individual shipments 
from and to each customer. 

9. Copy ofletter report to MDEQ (dated between 12/31/1999 and 3/1/2000) for calendar year 
1999, identifYing the facility, the quantity of oil processed!re-refined, and the specific processes 
employed [279.57(b)]. 

Sybil! presented a letter addressed to Ms. Mary Villarreal of U.S. EPA, Region 5. 

10. Identification of wastes generated, waste characterization and management records for the 
past3 years {40 CPR 279.59]. 

Reviewed chemical waste analyses and documents showing shipment of waste off-site as 
Michigan waste code 029L. Notes on the used oil fuel marketer checklist also indicate parts 
washer waste determination as DOOl and D039. 

11. List of purchasers of off-spec used oil fuel for the past 3 years, if available, and certifications 
from each burner [40 CPR 279.75]. 

Sybil! claims to market only on-specification used oil fuel and ships partially processed oil to 
another used oil processor. These shipments are documented in the computer printouts. 
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12. Records to show that each shipment of used oil fuel meets the specification for the past three 
years, if available [40 CFR 279.72). 

Mike Valentino hand copied Sybill's analytical results to show that used oil shipped off-site was 
on-specification. In all instances, both the reported detection limits and the concentrations 
detected for arsenic, cadmium, chromium, and lead were below the regulatory thresholds. In all 
instances, the flash point was greater than 100 degrees Falrrenheit. In 19 out of 23 instances, 
total halogens exceeded 1,000 ppm and triggered U.S. EPA's used oil presumption of mixture 
with a halogenated hazardous waste. In all of these instances, Sybill analyzed a sample of the 
used oil for constituents of hazardous waste listed as F001/F002 and found insignificant 
concentrations. Sybill also analyzed for PCBs and found less than 2 ppm. (Rebuttal analyses for 
in-bound waste streams apparently were not presented at the time ofthe inspection.) 

13. List of purchasers of non-fuel used oil product for the past 3 years [40 CFR 279.10(e)). 

Sybil! provided this information with the printouts of shipments received and sent (for the period 
from June 1, 1999 to December 31, 1999 and from January 1, 2000 to the month of March, 2000) 
on March 28, 2000. 

F:\user\sbrauer\usedoil\sybill\documents to be reviewed, srb 3/7/2000 
F:\user\sbrauer\usedoil\sybill\March 2000 RCRA documents reviewed.wpd, srb 6/28/00, 
7/17 /2000srb 
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Gahris 02/27/2001 02:54PM 

To: Michael Valentino cc: Karl Karg, Sue Brauer, Sudhir Desai, JAMES ENTZMINGER, Spyropoulos.Peter, Karl Ka 
Subject: Re: Sybill ~ 

Mike, 

You asked for some information to update the team for tomorrow's briefing. Here is some rather wordy 
text from documents I created, but it might help. 

Event history: 

September 30, 1995 Stack test report by Swanson Environmental 

August 12, 1997 Revised construction permit issued by Wayne County 

April 14, 2000 SRS package submitted to Sue Brauer containing monthly oil sample 
reports and operator logs 

June 1, 2000 Wayne County letter with enclosed NOVs, LOVs, Sybill responses 

July 19,2000 EPA 114 request issued to Sybill 

September 6, 2000 Odor Inspection And Evaluation report prepared by Horizon 
Environmental 

September 21,2000 EPA Notice of Violation engineer's checklist 

September 29, 2000 EPA Notice of Violation 

October 3, 2000 Sybill's response to the 114 request 

February 15, 2001 CAA inspection report 

Penalty Calculation: 

The most significant penalty consideration is the economic benefit associated with the failure to 
install appropriately sized scrubber equipment since the stack test in 1995 indicated violations of 
the emissions limits contained in Sybill's construction permit. Using the BEN model, we 
calculate a benefit of$73,000. Attachment. Other penalty considerations, which are related to 
the gravity component, are summarized below: 

Amount above standard -
Sensitivity to the environment -
Length oftime of violations -
Importance to the regnlatory scheme -

$50,000 
$5,000 

$60,000 
$45,000 



Size of violator- $10,000 

Total gravity and economic benefit totals $243,000. 

Injunctive relief 

Attached is an analysis of injunctive relief required. In short, we need: 

Stack testing 
Improved gas collection 
Scrubber modifications 
Compliance with permit operating conditions and recordkeeping 
Analysis of whether Sybill is subject to the off-site waste rule 

R 
SYinjunct. 

Thanks. Jeff. 

Michael Valentino 02/27/2001 11:24 AM 

*• Ill 
• e Michael Valentino 02/27/2001 11:24 AM 

To: Karl Karg cc: Jeffrey Gahris, Sue Brauer, Sudhir Desai, JAMES ENTZMINGER 

~ -.~c · . '·''"M""'''·'''"'''' · • ''"'"'''''''''"'"'" • · 

Subject: Re: Sybill ~ 

Karl: 

Thank you for the reply. Sue, Jeff and I did meet for about an hour (it just concluded). Sudhir did not 
attend, but then WD determined there was no basis for enforcement actions, therefore NFA w.r.t. Water. 
My recollection is that Jim Entzminger also determined NFA necessary for CERCLA/EPCRA. [Jim: I've 
cc'd you on this. Please verify if this is accurate. If so, you obviously won't have to attend tomorrow's 
ECAT briefing. Thank you.] 

Karl, there's still the matter of parallel tracking (i.e., separate ARD referral to DOJ + RCRA 3008(a) 
Complaint for used oil violations) or both ARD and ECAB coming together on the same timeline and filing 
a joint DOJ referral. The latter might slow down Air's timetable (which has a 20 referral targeted). Best 
case scenario for RCRA to be solid with its case and ready to refer is mid-May. If Air can wait til 30, then 
we can join forces. Otherwise, there's the possibility of RCRA joining later via an amendment to the 
referral. Please interject here and tell us which option might be most advantagious to us. Which do you 



think DOJ would prefer? 

In preparation for tomorrow's briefing I will prepare a revised case timeline, which I'll email to you, Sue and 
Jeff. This project is far behind schedule, and March and April are critical for me to bring a pulse back to it. 
A RCRA 3007 will go out soon (I hope to have a draft for you tomorrow), and I will get back to working on 
the draft MMI Report for distribution to ECAT Sue and I are working on RCRA counts+ penalty 
calculations. I can also work on drafting the Complaint while we wait for the info request response, if we 
do go administratively. Jeff has a good handle on Air violations + injunctive relief. He too will be working 
on a penalty, and should have some numbers to present to ECAT. 

We're on for 11:20- 11:35 tomorrow. Let's meet outside the ECAT conf rm around 11:10. 

Please cc the team w/ your reply Karl. Thank you. 

---Mike 

From: Karl Karg on 02/27/2001 10:42 AM 

From: Karl Karg on 02/27/2001 10:42 AM 
To: Michael Valentino cc: Jeffrey Gahris, Sue Brauer, Sudhir Desai 

Mike: 

I was not in yesterday and had a conference call with HQ and the WPTD Division Director all morning 
today - until now. Had I been here I would have declined your invitation for this morning. I hope that you 
were able to have a productive meeting without me, and please advise on the conclusions of the the team 
about moving forward. 

Karl Karg 



Sue Brauer 
02/05/2001 08:54AM 

To: Michael Valentino cc: Karl Karg, Jeffrey Gahris 
Subject: Re: Sybill - Clarification iliru 

My take on the situation is that Air didn't want to wait for RCRA If the cases have common factual bases 
or if the relief sought for Air impacts RCRA used oil management (e.g., by impacting analyses of incoming 
waste streams), it seems like the cases could be combined. Also, Sybill management might appreciate a 

little internal EPA coordination, not that pleasing Sybill is our top priority. I'm in favor of combining the 
cases if it would expedite settlement of all issues at Sybill. 

What's the status of the RCRA 3007? 

Sue Brauer 
Michael Valentino 02/05/2001 08:30AM 

"'• • 
• Michael Valentino 02/05/2001 08:30AM 

To: Karl Karg, Sue Brauer, Jeffrey Gahris 

Sue, Karl and Jeff: 

As followup to Francene's question, can we exchange some ideas via email (it may not be necessary to 
meet) and try to come up with an answer for her, especially since our mgt was cc'd? I've shelved this 
project because of higher priorities and really don't recall all the RCRA-used oil violations. Our ECAT 

briefing is Feb 28th. 

Thanks. 

--Mike 

---------------------- Forwarded by Michael Valentino/R5/USEPAIUS on 02/05/2001 08:28AM --------------------------tJ Francene Harris 02/01/2001 04:08 PM 

To: Jeffrey Gahris, Karl Karg, Michael Valentino, Lorna Jereza, Debra Klassman, Eric Cohen, Michael Smith 

I'm updating the pipeline/reconciliation database and I have a couple questions regarding Sybil I. Sybill is 
on the CAA list as a projected referral and after today's RCRA Lit meeting it appears that RCRA is on the 

administrative track. Should/can these cases be combined? Any information to clarify would be helpful. 
Thank you in advance for your assistance. 



Sue Brauer 
12/13/2000 04:51 PM 

To: Michael Valentino, Karl Karg, Jeffrey Gahris 
Subject: Re: Sybil! ~ 

Sybil! colleagues: 

I have also back-bumered Sybil! for a while. From now through January 2001, all used oil enforcement 

cases will be a lower priority than 1) finalizing the RCRA Guidance for Rebuttal of the Used Oil Rebuttable 

Presumption (including compliance with Agency peer review requirements) and 2) the hazardous waste 

criminal trial (January 2001) with a used oil defense in Region 6. Used oil cases pending include Sybil!, 

Dearborn, Rouge Steel, and Consumers Recycling (and what's up with Edwards Oil Service's DOJ 

referral?). 

If this gives you heartburn, please contact my acting Section Chief, Phil Kaplan (Mary Setnicar returns in 

January 2001) or Branch Chief, Karl Bremer, or Acting Deputy Division Director, Phyllis Reed. 

Sue Brauer 
Michael Valentino 12/13/2000 04:09PM 

"'~ • 
• Michael Valentino 12/13/2000 04:09 PM 

To: Karl Karg cc: Sue Brauer, Jeffrey Gahris 

Karl: 

We will have some RCRA used oil violations. I've had to put Sybil! to the side for several months now, we 

do expect to be included in a multimedia complaint. 

Here are the violations RCRA's considering: 

40 CFR §279.55(a) [MAC Rule R 299.9813(3)] The SRS Environmental QNQC Program does not specify 

a sample method and does not indicate the circumstances dictating the appropriate use of a coliwasa/tube 

sampler, weighted bottle, bomb, or tank sampling. 

40 CFR §279.55(a) [MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] The SRS Environmental QNQC Program specified 

methods to analyze used oil for parameters specified in 40 CFR §279.53 (halogenated hazardous 

constituents listed in App. VIII of Part 261) do not identify hexachlorobutadiene and hexachloroethane as 

target analytes. These hazardous constituents are relied upon to define the hazardous characteristic of 

toxicity. 

40 CFR §279.55(a) [MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] The SRS Environmental QNQC Program does not identify 

the type of information that will be used to determine the halogen content of the used oil and does not 

specifically address the rebuttable presumption. 

40 §CFR 279.55(b)(2) [MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] The SRS Environmental QNQC Program indicates that 

sample analyses will be used to determine that used oil fuel meets the specifications at 40 CFR §279.11. 
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RUSSELL J. HARDING, Director 

September 14, 2000 

Health, Safety and Environmental Compliance 
SRS Environmental 
111 Military 
Detroit, Michigan 48209 

Dear Ms. Miller: 

SUBJECT: MIR 000 022 400 

REPLY TO: 

DETROIT OFFICE 
SUITE 3600 
300 RIVER PLACE 
DETROIT Ml 48207 

This correspondence is written to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated August 9, 2000, which 
itemizes actions taken by SRS Environmental, (hereafter Facility), located at 111 Military, Detroit, 
Michigan, to correct violations in one or more of the following Part 111, Hazardous Waste 
Management, Michigan Compiled Laws (MCL) 324.11101 et seq and Part 121 , Liquid Industrial 
Wastes, MCL 324.12101 et seq. of the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act , 
1994 PA 451 , as amended; Subtitle C of the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
of 1976, as amended, and any administrative rules or regulations promulgated pursuant to 
these Acts. These violations were observed by staff of the Department of Environmental Quality 
(DEQ) during an United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) inspection conducted 
on March 27, 2000, and the Facility was notified of these violations in a letter dated April 5, 2000 
and July 14, 2000. 

This is to notify the Facility that based on the information in your August 9, 2000 letter, staff of the 
DEQ have determined that the Facility has corrected the violations identified with regard to the 
regulations cited . 

• However, this determination does not preclude nor limit the DEQ's ability to initiate other 
enforcement action, under state or federal law, as deemed appropriate. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

n; ll,tiJJV !lJI 1~u 
;Ce M. Noechel 
Environmental Quality Analyst 
Waste Management Division 
313-392-6524 

cc: Ms. Sarah Lile, Detroit Department of Environmental Affairs 
Ms. Sue Rodenbeck Brauer/Mr. Michael Valentino, USEPA 
Dr. Benedict N. Okwumabua, DEQ, WMD 



Telephone conversation record 

Date: August 8, 2000, about 3:15PM 

Re: Notice of Violation dated August 3, 2000 for Sybill, Inc. MIR 000 022 400 

Mr. George Haratsaris of Sybil!, (313) 304-6833, returned my call. He had telephoned on the 

morning of August 8, 2000 and stated a desire to clearly identifY action items. I left a message 

for him, indicating that I had reviewed the letter and was available to discuss it. 

We went through the letter page by page. The first through fourth bullets were identified as 

action items. Mr. Haratsaris questioned how Sybil! could have a violation through its QA/QC 

program. I stated that Sybil! provided me with the QA/QC program document when I asked to 

review the analysis plan. 

I stated that Sybil! had returned to compliance for mapping the location of the fire extinguishers 

(the fifth bullet). 

I stated that I would have to review the inspection documents to determine what the action item 

in response to the sixth bullet. I agreed to provide clarification on this point. 

I requested a copy of the work order showing completion of the work requested (to repair the 

leaking valve on Tank 12, the seventh bullet). 

I recognized the labeling of the used oil tanks and documentation submitted April 14, 2000, and 

requested additional documentation of container labeling (eighth bullet). 

George stated that he would respond to the ninth bullet, regarding the "good condition" of the 

scale pit and sump pit. 

George agreed to EPA's review of the "SRS Environmental QA/QC Program" in place of the 

"Waste Management Plan" submitted by letter dated October 23, 1998. 

George groused about Jeff Gahris' information request and referenced the litigation between 

Sybil! and SRS, especially objecting to the request to provide copies of the response to Wayne 

County. He asserted that EPA does not have an enforceable ordinance in Wayne County. (I did 

not agree or disagree, but directed George to contact the attorney identified in EP AI ARD' s 

information request to object to providing copies to Wayne County.) 

George stated that Sybil! would be incorporating parts of the enclosures into the revised QA/QC 

plan. 

Sue Rodenbeck Brauer, Regional RCRA Used Oil Expert 



AUG 0 3 
CERTIFIED MAIL tJ 11 /) t r~ :;:-c; v 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. George Haratsis 
Plant Manager 
Sybill dba SRS Environmental 
3345 Greenfield Road 
Melvindale, Michigan 48122 

Re: Notice of Violation 
Compliance Evaluation Inspection 

DE-9J 

Sybill, Inc., 111 Military Avenue, Detroit, Michigan 
EPA I.D. No.: MIR 000 022 400 

Dear Mr. Haratsis: 

On March 27 and 28, 2000, representatives of the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), Michigan Department 
of Environmental Quality, Wayne County, and City of Detroit 
inspected Sybi1l, Inc., doing business as SRS Environmental at 
111 Military Avenue in Detroit, Michigan. The purpose of the 
inspection was, in part, to evaluate the facility's compliance 
with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
regulations codified at Title 40 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (40 CFR) Part 279-Standards for the Management of 
Used Oil. On June 1, 1999, the State of Michigan achieved 
federal authorization for analogous portions of its Part 111 
Administrative Rules R 299.9809 - R 299.9816). The complete 
multi-media inspection report will be provided at a later date. 
Enclosed are photocopies of the relevant RCRA checklists and 
review memoranda. 

Based on the March 27 and 28, 2000 inspection, we have determined 
that SRS Environmental was violating the following requirements. 

• 40 CFR §279.55 (a) [MAC Rule R 299.9813 (3)] The "SRS 
Environmental QA/QC Program" does not specify a sample 
method and does not indicate the circumstances dictating the 



appropriate use of a coliwasa/tube sampler, weighted bottle, 
bomb, or tank sampling. 

• 40 CFR §279.55(a) [MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] The "SRS 
Environmental QA/QC Program" specified methods to analyze 
used oil for parameters specified in 40 CFR §279.53 
(halogenated hazardous constituents listed in App. VIII of 
Part 261) do not identify hexachlorobutadiene and 
hexachloroethane as target analytes. These hazardous 
constituents are relied upon to define the hazardous 
characteristic of toxicity. 

• 40 CFR §279.55(a) [MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] The "SRS 
Environmental QA/QC Program" does not identify the type of 
information that will be used to determine the halogen 
content of the used oil and does not specifically address 
"the rebuttable presumption." 

40 §CFR 279.55(b) (2) [MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] The "SRS 
Environmental QA/QC Program" indicates that sample analyses 
will be used to determine that used oil fuel meets the 
specifications at 40 CFR §279.11. The plan does not 
identify the sampling method used to obtain representative 
samples to be analyzed. 

40 CFR §279.52(a) (2) (iii) [MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] The 
location of individual fire extinguishers was not mapped. 

• 40 CFR §279.52(b) (2) (v) [MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] The 
descriptions and locations of emergency equipment for fire, 
spills, communications and decontamination were inadequate. 

• 40 CFR §279.54(b) (2) [MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] Tank 12 was 
leaking on March 27, 2000. 

• 40 CFR §279.54 [MAC R 299.9813(3)] None of the used oil 
tanks and containers were labeled "Used Oil." 

• While not a clear violation, the inspectors observed 
deteriorated concrete including apparent chemical etching 
from repeated leaks from treatment tanks and associated 
piping or valves. The scale pit and sump pit are used to 
store used oil. These pits meet the definition of 
"aboveground tank" in 40 CFR §279.1. These tanks below the 
surface of the floor could not be inspected to determine 
whether or not the tanks are in "good condition." Etched 
and eroded concrete may leak to soil beneath the building, 
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compromising future clean closure of the used oil tanks [see 
40 CFR §279. 54 (h) (1) for tank closure requirements]. 

According to Section 3008(a) of the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA), U.S. EPA may issue an order assessing a 
civil penalty for any past or current violation requiring 
compliance immediately or within a specified time period. This 
letter is not such an order. 

Thank you for the letter dated April 14, 2000, signed by Sherryll 
A. Miller of SRS Environmental, enclosing photographs of "used 
oil" labels for aboveground tanks 1, 2, [3 "clarifier"], 4, [5 
"clarifier"], 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 
24, 25, 26, 27, 28, and 30. Also, thank you for the Plant Layout 
Drawing (REV 07 - Updated 10/1/99) updated by manually adding the 
location of the fire extinguishers. Please add the fire 
extinguishers locations electronically to the computer-generated 
map so subsequent printed versions will also include the fire 
extinguisher locations (for future inspections). SRS 
Environmental has achieved compliance with 40 CFR 
§279.52(a) (2) (iii) [MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] for mapping fire 
extinguisher locations and, in part, for 40 CFR §279.54 [MAC R 
299.9813(3)] for used oil tank labeling. Containers, such as the 
open drums beside each tank to catch drips, are also required to 
be labeled "Used Oil." To the extent that clarifiers (3 and 5) 
are used to manage "used oil," the clarifiers should also be 
labeled "Used Oil." 

The April 14, 2000 letter also enclosed monthly oil sample 
reports for January through March, 2000 and copies of operator 
logs with operating temperatures recorded. Remaining issues from 
the inspection will be addressed through a multi-statute 
administrative request for answers to questions and the 
production of documents, due to the multi-media nature of the 
inspection. 

In a related matter, SRS Environmental sent a letter dated 
October 23, 1998 to Mr. Bryan Holtrop of U.S. EPA Region 5, 
enclosing a "Waste Management Plan" required by an administrative 
complaint and compliance order dated September 24, 1998. The 
"SRS Environmental QA/QC Program" received March 28, 2000 was 
reviewed in lieu of the "Waste Management Plan" previously 
submitted and was evaluated in comparison to the federally 
enforceable (as of June 1, 1999) analysis plan requirements of 40 
CFR §279.55 [MAC R 299.9813(3)]. Please advise U.S. EPA if you 
object to our review of the "SRS Environmental QA/QC Program" in 
lieu of the previously submitted "Waste Management Plan." 

3 



For your information, copies of some Region 5 guidance are 
enclosed. The guidance titled, "Determination/Chemical Analysis 
of Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) for the Toxic Substances 
Control Act (TSCA) Regulation of 40 §CFR 761" (enclosed) may be 
helpful to your contracted lab analyst and in revising the "SRS 
Environmental QA/QC Program." A copy of additional Region 5 
guidance may be helpful in revising the "SRS Environmental QA/QC 
Program" to address the RCRA used oil rebuttable presumption. The 
DRAFT "Regulatory Framework for Rebutting EPA's Presumption of 
Used Oil Mixture with a Hazardous Waste" may be applied to each 
generator's wastestream(s) prior to receiving routine shipments. 
Subsequent shipments of a particular wastestream should be 
compared to the total halogen concentration in the sample of that 
wastestream characterized prior to receipt. When the total 
halogen concentration in a particular shipment exceeds the 
expected range for that wastestream, the possibility of used oil 
mixture with a halogenated hazardous waste should be re­
evaluated. 

We request that you submit a written response to the violations 
and concern cited above within 30 days of receipt of this letter. 
The response should document the actions, if any, which you have 
taken since the inspection to comply with the above requirements. 

You should submit your response to Mr. Michael Valentino, United 
States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5, 77 West Jackson 
Boulevard, DE-9J, Chicago, Illinois 60604 with a copy to Ms. Sue 
Rodenbeck Brauer, United States Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region 5, 77 West Jackson Boulevard, DW-9J, Chicago, Illinois 
60604. You should also send a copy of your response to Jeanette 
M. Noechel, Environmental Quality Analyst, Waste Management 
Division, Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Detroit 
Office, Suite 3600, 300 River Place, Detroit, Michigan 48207. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter feel free to 
contact Ms. Brauer at (312) 353-6134 or Mr. Valentino of my staff 
at (312) 886-4582. 

Sincerely, 

Lorna M. Jereza, P.E., Chief 
Compliance Section 1 
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch 

4 



Enclosures 

Completed MDEQ checklists for used oil processors and re­
refiners, marketers, and transporters 

Review of Document Titled, "SRS Environmental QA/QC Program" 

"List of documents requested prior to inspection/documents 
presented during RCRA inspection for used oil management 
standards" 

"Regulatory Framework for Rebutting EPA's Presumption of Used Oil 
Mixture with a Hazardous Waste" 

"Determination/Chemical Analysis of Polychlorinated Biphenyls 
(PCBs) for the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) Regulation of 
40 §CFR 761" 

cc: Jeanette M. Noechel, MDEQ w/enclosures 
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LIST OF DOCUMENTS TO BE MADE AV AJILABLE 

GENERAL 

1. Facility map/plot plan. 
2. Description of facility and operations. 
3. F11cility history, including construction dates, start of operations and dates of change of 

ownership, if applicable. 

RCRA documents 

1. Most recent Notification of Regulated Waste Activity (EPA Form 8700-12 or equivalent 
MDEQform) 

2. Correspondence with local authorities (police, fire stations, local emergency response, 
hospitals, equipment suppliers or local authorities' refusal to enter into such arrangements 
[279.52(a)(6)]. 

3. Contingency plan and emergency procedures (Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasures plan if a separate used oil contingency plan is not available)[ 40 CFR 
279.52(b)]. 

4. Most recent tank inspection report [ 40 CFR 279.54(b )]. 

5. List of tanks and containers used to receive, store, and process used oil. Identification of 
secondary containment for each unit [40 CFR 279.54(c), (d), and (e)]. 

6. Written analysis plan (40 CFR279.55 and 40 CFR279.53). 

7. Used oil acceptance and delivery records for the past three years [40 CR279.56]. 

8. Operating record (records and results of used oil analyses, summary reports and details of 
all incidents that require implementation of the contingency plan [40 CFR 279.57]. 

9. Copy ofletter report to MDEQ (dated between 12/31/1999 and 3/1/2000) for calendar year 
1999, identifYing the facility, the quantity of oil processed/re-refined, and the specific 
processes employed [279.57(b)]. 

10. Identification of wastes generated, waste characterization and management records for the 
past 3 years { 40 CFR 279.59]. 

11. List of purchasers of off-spec used oil fuel for the past 3 years, if available, and 
certifications from each burner [40 CFR 279.75]. 



12. Records to show that each shipment of used oil fuel meets the specification for the past 
three years, if available [ 40 CFR 279 .72]. 

13. List of purchasers of non-fuel used oil product for the past 3 years [40 CFR 279.10(e)]. 

14. Hazardous waste manifests for the last three (3) years for any offsite shipments of 
hazardous waste. 

15. Hazardous waste manifests and bills oflading for the last three (3) years for any shipments 
of hazardous waste received by Sybill. 

16. Copies of all training records for Sybill employees involved in the management of 
hazardous waste [ 40 CFR 265 .16]. 

17. A copy of the facility's Contingency Plan [40 CFR265 Subpart D]. 

18. Hazardous waste biennial reports for years 1999 and 1997. 

19. Waste analysis plan. 

20. Inspection schedule and records. 

21. Documentation to support the determination of whether solid wastes generated on-site are 
hazardous wastes and any analysis supporting the determination. 

22. Description of any tanks regulated under Subtitle I ofRCRA, 40 CFR 280 and 281. 

23. Evidence of spill, overfill and corrosion protection for any tank regulated under RCRA 
Subtitle I. 

24. Evidence ofleak detection for any tank regulated under RCRA Subtitle I. 

25. For any underground storage tank regulated under RCRA Subtitle I which has undergone 
closure, provide evidence of closure notification to the State of Michigan which ensures 
that the tank was properly closed. 

Clean Air Act documents 

1. Descriptions of process units at the plant, including current schematic diagrams. 

2. Identified points of emission of air pollutants from each unit, including both stack or 
fugitive emissions. 

2 



3. Descriptions of storage tanks at the plant, including tank capacities, what they are used for, 
and installation dates. 

4. Air pollution control equipment drawings, performance specifications, engineering 
evaluations, and process units controlled. 

5. Compliance with the specific terms and conditions for permits issued by the Wayne County 
Air Quality Management Division. 

6. Descriptions of materials received at the plant for processing, including their physical, and 
chemical characteristics. 

7. The nature of testing or analysis performed by Sybill or other parties to confirm the 
volatile' or hazardous2 content of the incoming materials. 

8. The volume of materials received in calendar years 1998 and 1999, and the first 3 months 
of calendar year 2000. 

9. The maximum capacity of the plant to process incoming materials, in tons per year. 

10. Any process changes made in the last two years that affect emissions of air pollutants. 

11. Plan or protocol for assessing the volatile or hazardous air pollutant contents of incoming 
materials processed at the Plant. 

12. Preventative maintenance and malfunction abatement plans related to the prevention of 
accidental releases of air pollutants. 

13. Stack testing performed to determine emissions of volatile or hazardous organic 
· compounds within the last 2 years. 

14. Documents, including engineering analyses, used to determine whether the plant is a major 
source of hazardous air pollutants emitted in 1999, as defined in 40 CFR § 63 .2. 

15. Projects undertaken to reduce the emissions of air pollutants. 

'"Volatile" as defined in the Michigan State Implementation Plan 

2"Hazardous" refers to the list of pollutants found in Section 112 of the Clean Air Act. 
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Clean Water Act documents 

1. Detailed description os all processes regulated or nonregulated by the categorical 
pretreatment standards, and how wastewater generated from each process is treated 
(including raw materials used, operating parameters of the processes involved, process 
weight rate, pollutant generated by each process, how the pollutants are controlled, etc.). 
Please provide descriptions of each wastewater treatment unit, its operating characteristics, 
location of outfalls and monitoring stations and pollutants monitored at the sampling 
station(s). 

2. A diagram of water flows through Sybill's facility. For each process, state when it became 
operational, as well as all process modifications occurring to each process from the date of 
start up to the present. 

3. Copies of periodic compliance reports for the past calendar year. Please provide copies of 
monitoring reports for inspections during the past five (5) years from March 1995 through 
March2000. 

4. If Sybill is subject to Federal categorical standards, please provide baseline monitoring 
reports. 

5. Copies of all permits issued by regulatory agencies governing direct or indirect wastewater 
discharges from the facility. 

6. Copies of all correspondence regarding violations of Federal, State and local laws involving 
Sybill's wastewater discharges/wastewater generation from its facility during the period 
March 1995 to the present. 

7. Is the Sybil! facility subject to any recently proposed wastewater discharge standards? 

8. State how storm water generated at the facility is managed. Please describe your treatment 
facility, if any, used to control storm water. Please provide a copy of the Storm water 
Pollution Prevention Plan, if submitted to any govermnental agency. 

9. Provide copies of any inspection reports provided to Sybil! by any Federal, State or local 
agency. 

Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know Act documents 

1. Copies of Sybill' s submissions to the State Emergency Response Commission, the Local 
Emergency Planning Committee, and local frre department under EPCRA Sections 311 and 
312, along with documentation to validate the submission. 

4 



2. Any and all chemical release information documentation. 

5 



CLEAN AIR ACT RECORDS REVIEW 
SYBILL, INC., 111 MILITARY, DETROIT, MI 

Please have available the following records or documents 
pertaining to: 

1. Descriptions of process units at the plant, including 
current schematic diagrams; 

2. Identified points of emission of air pollutants from each 
unit, including both stack or fugitive emissions; 

3. Descriptions of storage tanks at the plant, including tank 
capacities, what they are used for, and installation dates; 

4. Air pollution control equipment drawings, performance 
specifications, engineering evaluations, and process units 
controlled; 

5. Compliance with the specific terms and conditions for 
permits issued by the Wayne County Air Quality Management 
Division; 

6. Descriptions of materials received at the plant for 
processing, including their physical, and chemical 
characteristics; 

7. The nature of testing or analysis performed by Sybill or 
other parties to confirm the volatile 1 or hazardous' content 
of the incoming materials; 

8. The volume of materials received in calendar years 1998 and 
1999, and the first 3 months of calendar year 2000; 

9. The maximum capacity of the plant to process incoming 
materials, in tons per year; 

10. Any process changes made in the last two years that affect 
emissions of air pollutants; 

11. Plan or protocol for assessing the volatile or hazardous air 
pollutant contents of incoming materials processed at the 

'"Volatile" as defined in the Michigan State Implementation 
Plan 

2"Hazardous" refers to the list of pollutants found in 
Section 112 of the Clean Air Act. 



Plant; 

12. Preventative maintenance and malfunction abatement plans 
related to the prevention of accidental releases of air 
pollutants; 

13. Stack testing performed to determine emissions of volatile 
or hazardous organic compounds within the last 2 years; 

14. Documents, including engineering analyses, used to determine 
whether the plant is a major source of hazardous air 
pollutants emitted in 1999, as defined in 40 CFR § 63.2; and 

15. Projects undertaken to reduce the emissions of air 
pollutants. 

2 
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EMERGENCY RESPONSE ARRANGEMENTS 

Emergency response arrangements have been made with the following contractor: 

First Call: 

SRS ENVIRONMENTAL 
3345 Greenfield 

Melvindale, Ml 48122 

24 Hour Telephone Number 
(313) 304-6850 

Response Coordinators: 

Michael Florinchi 
15341 Devoe 
Southgate, MI 48195 
734-284-3626 Residence 
313-304-6852 Cell Phone 

Second Call: Nick Ciantar 
4640 Roosevelt 
Dearborn Heights, MI 48125 
313-563-8699 Residence 
313-304-6850 Cell Phone 

Third Call: Gary Berndt 
2119 Hopkins Dr 
Wixom, MI 48393 
248-624-7854 Residence 
313-363-5189 Cell Phone 



1 

' 

All employees of SRS Environmental must follow 
general instructions listed below: 

1. In case of emergencies all persons must be accounted for. 
2. Evac'Uation drills shall be conducted four (4) times per year. 

Alternate routes and conditions shall be covered. 
3. Detailed information concerning accidental/emergency 

spill/release events can be found in SPCC document. 
4. For all other emergencies fire I explosion I accident follow 

this plan. 

EVACUATION INSTRUCTION 

A. Supervisor on-site shall determine type of emergency. 
B. Employees shall be notified of evacuation by means of hand 

held bullhorns and verbal instructions. 
C. Employees should follow routes established on evacuation 

site maps. 
D. All employees must meet at pre-determined meeting area 

outside of lab building. 
E. Supervisor on-site shall conduct head count of all employees. 
F. Provide "first response" first aid to any injured employee such 

as stop bleeding, start CPR (if trained to do so.) 
G. Contact (telephone) Fire-EMS-Hospitals as required. 
H. Contact SRS Environmental administration staff. 

NOTE: All information within is subject to change. 
Updated information shall be dated as 
improvements are necessary. 
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R~tL~~'" Q]L1.9/2000 05:54PM 

To : Michael Valentino cc : Jeffrey Gahris, Karl Karg, Sudhir Desai, JAMES ENTZMINGER, Robert McCoy 
Subject: DRAFT Virtual MMI RCRA (Subtitle C) Used Oil Inspection Report for Sybill 

Mike, 

You've already seen most of the pieces of this inspection report, but here is the outline so far, 
document reviews, violations, questions, etc. The ind ividual photos have been labeled, but I have 
not yet mounted them with captions . 

I tried to reach Sharon Kiddon again today to have the CBI materia ls officially logged in and 
centrally filed, but she's out of the office. You are welcome to borrow them from my locked 
horizontal file . Half-cube 09131 has open surfaces and is available for file review. Please return 
any files you borrow. 

I'll be back in the office on August 8. 

Sue 

7(t,(oo II( II( 7/(<3/ W 
Virtual MMI RCRA Used Oil Inspection Repo March 2000 MMI photo.lbl. 

7(t1 ( oD II( II( 7(>/oo 
March 2000 RCRA documents reviewed. Used Oil Analysis Plan regulatory review. 

1/r!(oo Ill Ill 7 lt1/v o 
RCRA used oil NOV for Sybill from March 2000 M info request questions.wp 



To: Michael Valentino 
Subject: Sybill 

info requests for air, rcra, tsca by 6/30/00 
draft mm report 6/30/00 
response - end of July 
final mm report end of August 
9/27/00 SBREFA 
rebrief ECAT in September 
10/31/00 complaint or referral 

Mike, is the above consistent with your record of the Sybill schedule? 

Sue 



DRAFT July 17, 2000 

"Regulatory Framework for Rebutting EPA's Presumption of Used Oil 
Mixture with a Hazardous Waste" 

Prepared by Sue Rodenbeck Brauer, Region 5 RCRA Used Oil Expert 

1. What is the total halogen concentration of the used oil? 
A. Less than or equal to 1,000 ppm. Stop. This guidance 
does not apply. 
B. Greater than 1,000 ppm. Go to 2. 
C. No total halogen concentration available, and 
halogenated constituents total to greater than 1,000 ppm. 
Go to 2. 
D. Total organic halogens are greater than 1,000 ppm. Go 
to 2. 

2. Do hazardous waste regulations apply to the used oil 
containing greater than 1,000 ppm total halogens? (Complete A 
through F to answer.) 

A. Does 40 CFR 261.4(b) (1) (household hazardous waste) 
exclude the used oil from hazardous waste regulation? 

Yes, manage as used oil. Maintain rebuttal 
documentation. 1 

No, go to 2.B. 
B. Does 40 CFR 261.5(j) (CESQG can mix) exclude the used 
oil from hazardous waste regulation? 

Yes, manage as used oil. Maintain rebuttal 
documentation. 
No, go to 2.C. 

C. Does 40 CFR 261.7 ("RCRA empty") exclude the hazardous 
waste residue from regulation? 

Yes, manage as used oil. Maintain rebuttal 
documentation. 
No, go to 2.D. 

D. Does 40 CFR 261.8 (PCBs/PCBs-with-RCRA HW-only­
characteristic-for-organics regulated by TSCA) exempt the 
used oil from hazardous waste regulation? 

Yes, manage as used oil. Maintain rebuttal 
documentation. 
No, go to 2.E. 

E. Do 40 CFR 279.10(b) (1) (ii) (A) and 40 CFR 279.24(c) 
(metalworking oils reclaimed through tolling agreement) 
apply? 

Page 1 of 3 



Yes, manage as used oil. 
No, go to 2.F. 

F. Do 40 CFR 261.4 (b) (12) and 40 CFR 
279.10 (b) (1) (ii) (B) (CFCs being reclaimed) exclude the used 
oil from the rebuttable presumption? 

Yes, manage as used oil. 
No, go to 3. 

3. Has the used oil been mixed with a halogenated hazardous 
waste? Answer A - D below. 

A. Are PCBs present at detectable concentrations?' 
Yes, comply with applicable TSCA regulations (40 CFR 
Part 761) and go to 3.B. 
No, go to 3.B. 

B. Analyze for F001/F002 constituents. Are F001/F002 
constituents present at "significant concentrations"? 

Yes, call the used oil FOOl, F002 or a mixture of the 
two and comply with applicable hazardous waste 
regulations. (Or demonstrate that the concentration in 
the used oil corresponds to the concentration in the 
virgin oil product.) 
No, go to 3.C. 

C. Did the original generator of the used oil also generate 
F020, F021, F022, F023, F024, F025, F026, F027, F028, F032, 
F039, KOOl, K009, KOlO, K015, K016, K017, K018, K019, K020, 
K021, K028, K029, K030, K032, K033, K034, K042, K043, K073, 
K085, K095, K096, K097, K098, K099, Kl05, Kll6, Kll7, Kll8, 
Kl32, Kl36, Kl40, Kl49, Kl50, Kl51, Kl56, Kl57, or Kl58? 
(Computerized manifest review would be helpful.) 

Yes, call the used oil with greater than 1,000 ppm 
total halogens that hazardous waste code (from above) 
or a mixture of all halogenated hazardous waste codes 
managed by that generator and comply with applicable 
hazardous waste regulations. (Or demonstrate that 
detected hazardous constituents are present at levels 
corresponding to presence in virgin oil product and 
then manage as used oil.) 
No, go to 3.D. 

D. Analyze for halogenated TCLP constituents. Does the 
used oil exhibit a characteristic of toxicity for a 
halogenated constituent (waste codes D019, D020, D021, D022, 
D016, D027, D029, D012, D028, D031, D032, D033, D034, D013, 
D014, D037, D017,D039, D041, D042, D043)? 

Yes, assign that characteristic waste code to the used 

Page 2 of 3 



oil and manage as a hazardous waste. 
No, the used oil rebuttable presumption 
rebutted for this used oil waste stream! 
applicable used oil regulations. 

has been 
Comply with 

I. Generators do not have recordkeeping obligations under Part 

279, but transporters, transfer facilities, processors/re­

refiners, marketers, and burners are required to retain records 

of analyses or other information used to determine halogen 

concentration and to rebut the presumption for at least 3 years. 

2. "Quantifiable Level/Level of Detection means 2 micrograms per 

gram from any resolvable gas chromatographic peak, i.e., 2 ppm" 

(40 CFR 761.3, 7-1-98 Edition). 

Page 3 of 3 



EQP 0100e 
(Rev. 1/98) 

STATE OF MICHIGAN 

JOHN ENGLER, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Mr. George Haratsaris 
Plant Manager 
SRS Environmental 
111 Military 
Detroit, Michigan 48029 

Dear Mr. Haratsaris: 

"Better Service for a Better Environment" 
HOLLISTER BUILDING, PO BOX 30473, LANSING Ml 48909-7973 

INTERNET: www.deq.state.mi.us 

RUSSELL J. HARDING, Director 

July 14, 2000 

SUBJECT: MIR 000 022 400 

REPLY TO: 

DETROIT OFFICE 
SUITE 3600 
300 RIVER PLACE 
DETROIT Ml 46207 

This correspondence is written to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated June 9, 2000, 
which itemizes actions taken by SRS Environmental, (hereafter Facility), located at 111 
Military, Detroit, Michigan, to correct the violations in one or more of the following: 
Part 111, Hazardous Waste Management, Michigan Compiled Laws (MCL) 324.11101 
et seq. and Part 121, Liquid Industrial Wastes, MCL 324.12101 et seq. of the Natural 
Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended; Subtitle C of 
the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, as amended, and any 
administrative rules or regulations promulgated pursuant to these Acts. These violations 
were observed by staff of the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) during an 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) inspection conducted on 
March 27, 2000, and the Facility was notified of these violations in a letter dated 
April 5, 2000. 

Staff of the DEQ have reviewed the Facility's submittal for compliance with the regulations. 
As a result of the review, staff of the DEQ have determined that the Facility is still in 
violation of the following: 

Item 1 
Please identify how the material cleaned from the scale pit area was characterized and 
disposed. 

The Facility must respond to the violations noted in this letter. Please submit 
documentation to this office regarding those actions taken to address the violations by 
August 14, 2000. The DEQ will evaluate the response and determine the Facility's 
compliance status and notify you of this determination. 



Mr. George Haratsaris 2 July 14, 2000 

This letter of warning does not preclude nor limit the DEQ's ability to initiate any other 
enforcement action, under state or federal law, as deemed appropriate. 

If you have any questions, feel free to contact me. 

drs 

Sincerely, 

~~~-L/loemJ 
Environmental Quality Analyst 
Waste Management Division 
.313-392-6524 

cc: Ms. Sarah Lile, Detroit Department of Environmental Affairs 
Ms. Sue Rodenbeck Brauer/Mr. Mike Valentino, USEPA 
. Dr. Benedict N. Okwumabua, DEQ, WMD 
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11:37 AM 

To: Karl Karg 
Subject: Re: Draft NOV for Sybill 

Karl, thank you for the clarifying questions. 

I'm not sure. Read these responses and let me know what you think. I appreciate your input. 

For example, Sybill relies upon a "tipping floor" (the building was designed for solid waste trucks to 
dump waste onto a floor prior to charging a solid waste incinerator/co-generator, and so the 
concrete floor under the processing and storage tanks slopes to a central sump, a used oil 
"aboveground tank") for secondary containment. At the former incinerator end of the floor, there is 
an opening in the retaining walls. I wondered whether a gushing release would flow through this 
opening into the ground floor, which does not have retaining walls. I checked "no" to checklist 
questions 14 & 15.: Are aboveground tanks, used to store oil at a transfer [SIC, should be 
processor] facility in a secondary containment system which has b) Dikes, berms or retaining 
walls? The SPCC program found the secondary containment adequate. 

The checklists were completed during the inspection. I didn't go back and update them based on 
later document review. For example, I didn't complete the checklist with respect to 40 CFR 
279.55. My evaluation of Sybill's "SRS Environmental QA/QC Program" was completed after my 
return to Chicago. 

With respect to the used oil fuel marketer checklist, some portions are blank. Sybill's compliance 
won't be evaluated until the response to the info request is received. I intend to evaluate 
compliance and so did not check "NI" for not inspected. I'm not comfortable alleging a violation 
now, though I suspect one exists. So, the checklist does not divulge this opinion, but it does look 
incomplete. 

Finally, Sybill claimed its customer list CBI. For incoming waste, this cannot be substantiated 
because the information is publicly available from MDEO (on liquid industrial waste manifests). For 
used oil fuel claimed to be on-specification, Michigan does not require manifesting and so the CBI 
claim may stand. The checklists name some of the on-spec customers, so Sybill' s CBI claim may 
extend to those portions. For oil shipped to subsequent processors, Michigan manifests would 
again be used. This is priviledged, but affects only EPA's handling of the checklists, not whether to 
send them to Sybill. 

Sue 
From: Karl Karg on 07/05/2000 1 0:43 AM 

From: Karl Karg on 07/05/2000 1 0:43 AM 
To: Sue Brauer 

Is there anything in the checklists which you regard as privileged? Any opinions which we wd not 
want divulged? 



3.9 -3.10 -Division Director reviews the consolidated comments and has been briefed by EnPPA 

lead, Branch Chiefs and CAPM .. IfWPTD is the sponsoring division, and there are no 

unresolved issues, the division director sends his approval of the comments to the EnPP A lead 

whom will then send it back to the state with all other divisions consolidated comments. If there 

are unresolved issue(s), the division director will work with his/her state counterpart to resolve 

the issue(s). If the issue(s) is still unresolved then the Division Director will brief the Regional 

Administrator (RA) on the issue(s) and he/she will negotiate with his/her state counterpart to 

resolve the issue(s). 

IfWPTD is not the sponsoring division and all issues are resolved, the Division Director sends 

his/her approval of the comments to the division EnPP A lead who in turn sends the divisions 

consolidated comments to the sponsoring division EnPPA Lead. If there are still unresolved 

issues in the EnPP A comments, the Division Director with discuss this issues with the 

sponsoring Division Director. The Sponsoring Division Director will then resolve the issue with 

the state or have the RA negotiate a resolution with the state. 

Note: Concerning the final decision of an unresolved issue(s), the final decision is shared with 

the staffi'section chief/branch chief involved in the issue. 

Final step(3.11): Once all comments have been approved and negotiated the consolidated 

comments are sent back to the states and the EnPP A is approved. 



Sue Brauer 
06/21/2000 09:56AM 

To: David Star cc: Anton Martig, Kenneth Zolnierczyk, Michael Valentino 
Subject: Follow-up to Sybill ECAT briefing 

Dave, 

Ken Zolnierczyk and I rode up to work on the same elevator today. Ken said you had contacted him in 
follow-up on my mention of a likely TSCA violation at the ECAT briefing for Sybill. 

Here's the issue. I do RCRA used oil compliance inspections and observe that companies marketing 
used oil to be burned for energy recovery are not characterizing all the fuel for PCBs, which I would allege 

is a violation of 40 CFR 761.20(e). (That TSCA regulation allows characterization or determination of PCB 
levels by analysis or knowledge and is very much like the RCRA requirements for generators of 
hazardous waste to make a hazardous waste determination.) I inform the TSCA program of the apparent 

noncompliance and am advised by TSCA enforcement staff that the TSCA program only enforces illegal 
disposal. The TSCA program has never enforced 761.20(e) even though it would prevent instances of 
illegal storage/disposal (I'm thinking of Safety-Kieen, Usher Oil/Edwards, etc.). 

So thank you for following up with Ken, but I raised the issue at ECAT because I perceive it as a 
weakness in the Region's protection of human health and the environment and in inter-program 
coordination. I suggested to Tony Martig that a national survey should be conducted to evaluate the 
significance of unannounced loads of PCBs being received by used oil processors (e.g., through a review 

of manifest discrepancies and unmanifested waste reports). Tony prepared an application for the national 
taxies program, but it was not selected for funding. 

I am working on national guidance for the RCRA used oil rebuttable presumption (i.e., EPA presumes that 

used oil has been mixed with a halogenated hazardous waste when the total halogen concentration 
exceeds 1,000 ppm) which may help. Briefly, I am hoping to be able to compel used oil fuel handlers to 
characterize their' used oil/waste oil for PCBs because PCBs can trigger the RCRA rebuttable 
presumption. I'm attaching the regulatory framework for your information, with the TSCA references in 
bold. I don't know how successful this will be, but I feel it's better than continuing to refer potential 
violations to the TSCA program and being advised that they've been "filed" in case anyone ever feels like 

following up. 

Please let me know if you think there's any chance of the TSCA program implementing 40 CFR 761.20(e). 

Sue Brauer 

• . . 
flowchart draft.w 



Sybil! dba SRS Enviromental 
EPA ID No. MIR 000 022 400 

List of documents requested prior to inspection/documents presented during RCRA inspection 

for used oil management standards. 

Notes from March 27 and 28, 2000 inspection. 
Prepared by Sue Rodenbeck Brauer from handwritten inspection notes 

June 28, 2000 

I. Most recent Notification of Regulated Waste Activity (EPA Form 8700-12 or MDEQ form) 

Sybil! provided a copy of MDEQ form EQP 5150 (1 0/95). Sybil! notified as an on-spec used oil 
fuel marketer, transporter, transfer facility, and processor. Gary Berndt signed the form and 

dated it February 20, 1997. 

2. Correspondence with local authorities (police, fire stations, local emergency response, 

hospitals, equipment suppliers or local authorities' refusal to enter into such arrangements 

[279 .52(a)(6)]. 

Sybil! presented letters dated February 19, 1999 to Oakwood Clinic, EMS- Detroit, Detroit Fire, 
and Henry Ford Hospital. No local authorities refused to enter agreemetns. 

Correspondence with local authorities was filed with the Emergency Planning and Community 
Right to Know Act "Tier 2 Emergency and Hazardous Waste Chemical Inventory." I reviewed 

letters dated February 1997 for calendar year 1996; January 29, 1999 for calendar year 1998; 

January 2000 for calendar year 1999. For 1999, letters were written to MDEQ anmd Detroit 

Fire. 

These documents indicate that Sybil! is down to 3 chemicals: sulfuric acid (H2S04), caustic 

soda, and polymer. Sybil! dropped sodium bisulfite and aluminum sulfate in 1997. Sybil! no 

longer has a rental boiler. There has been no process change. 

There is no correspondence with a firehouse responding to an emergency. 

3. Contingency plan and emergency procedures (Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures 

plan if a separate used oil contingency plan is not available)[40 CFR 279.52(b)]. 

The Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan was presented. Beverly Kush signed a 

letter dated November 5, 1999, returning the facility to compliance. 
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4. Most recent tank inspection report [40 CFR 279.54(b)]. 

This was requested to satisfy the RCRA requirement for "good condition (no severe rusting, 
apparent structural defects or deterioration)." There is no tank integrity testing. Tank condition 
is recorded during a daily walk ("Tank Status Report"). A monthly inspection is written, "Sybil! 
Facility Inspection Report." 

5. List of tanks and containers used to receive, store, and process used oil. Identification of 
secondary containment for each unit [40 CFR 279.54(c), (d), and (e)]. 

All used oil tanks in the processing building rely on "pitch/grade sump" for secondary 
containment. See excerpted pages 9 to 12, headed "SPCC" on page 9, received 3/28/2000. The 
tipping floor center sump is I 0 feet deep. The scale pit and tipping floor center sump are not 
identified as a "tank," but I believe both are used oil "aboveground tank(s)" as defined at 40 
CFR279.1. 

Regardless of construction date, all oil processing tanks inside the building have secondary 
containment underneath the tanks, meeting the secondary containment requirement for "new 
aboveground tanks" at 40 CFR 279 .54( e). 

6. Written analysis plan (40 CFR 279.55 and 40 CFR 279.53). 

Sybil! provided the "SRS Environmental QA/QC Program", Revision 1.3, dated November 3, 
1999. See separate regulatory review of that plan. 

The on-site contract laboratory employee, Tom King, stated that PCBs are analyzed using 
method 8082 and that the GC solvent scan FID method used is 8015B. These methods are not the 
methods identified in the "SRS Environmental QA/QC Program." Tom stated that there is a day 
or two turnaround for analyses of received shipments. There is not a flash point set up in the lab, 
and metals analyses are not done on-site now. 

7. Used oil acceptance and deliveryrecords for the past three years [40 CR 279.56]. 

Sybil! provided the blank form titled, "SAMPLE ANALYSIS" with these column headings: 
GENERATOR, MANIFEST#, OIL%, WATER%, RAG AND SOLIDS%, CL%, P.H, 
COLOR, ODOR, VISCOSITY. 

Sybil! also provided the blank form titled, "SRS ENVIRONMENTAL TRANSACTION LOG 
FOR DATE: "with these column headings: TIME TRUCK ARRIVED, TIME 
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TRUCK CONNECTED TO PUMP, LOAD UNLOAD, MANIFEST NUMBER, TOTAL 
GALLONS, GENERATOR, DISPOSITION, and TIME COMPLETED LOAD/UNLOAD. 

On March 28, 2000, Sybil! provided two computer printouts, one for the period from June I, 
1999 to December 31, 1999. and another for the period from January I, 2000 to the time of the 
inspection. These printouts detail Sybil!' s customers for incoming wastewater and used oils and 
outbound used oil, including such details as customer names, pricing, and individual shipment 
amounts and oil/water/bottom sediment fractions. Sybill claimed confidential business 
information for this information. 

8. Operating record (records and results of used oil analyses, summary reports and details of all 
incidents that require implementation of the contingency plan [ 40 CFR 279 .57]. 

The operating record appears to consist of the computerized tracking system described above in 
number 7, tl:\:e two part shipping order/straight bill oflading, and the results of chemical analysis 
reports which were hand-copied during the inspection. Additional information should be 
requested to demonstrate how Sybil! links all the pieces together for a few individual shipments 
from and to each customer. 

9. Copy of letter report to MDEQ (dated between 12/31/1999 and 3/1/2000) for calendar year 
1999, identifYing the facility, the quantity of oil processedlre-refined, and the specific processes 
employed [279.57(b)]. 

Sybill presented a letter addressed to Ms. Mary Villarreal of U.S. EPA, Region 5. 

I 0. Identification of wastes generated, waste characterization and management records for the 
past 3 years {40 CFR 279.59]. 

Reviewed chemical waste analyses and documents showing shipment of waste off-site as 
Michigan waste code 029L. Notes on the used oil fuel marketer checklist also indicate parts 
washer waste determination as 0001 and 0039. 

11. List of purchasers of off-spec used oil fuel for the past 3 years, if available, and certifications 
from each burner [40 CFR 279.75]. 

Sybill claims to market only on-specification used oil fuel and ships partially processed oil to 
another used oil processor. These shipments are documented in the computer printouts. 
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12. Records to show that each shipment of used oil fuel meets the specification for the past three 
years, if available [40 CFR 279.72]. 

Mike Valentino hand copied Sybil!' s analytical results to show that used oil shipped off-site was 
on-specification. In all instances, both the reported detection limits and the concentrations 
detected for arsenic, cadmium, chromium, and lead were below the regulatory thresholds. In all 
instances, the flash point was greater than 100 degrees Fahrenheit. In 19 out of 23 instances, 
total halogens exceeded 1,000 ppm and triggered U.S. EPA's used oil presumption of mixture 
with a halogenated hazardous waste. In all of these instances, Sybil! analyzed a sample of the 
used oil for constituents of hazardous waste listed as F001/F002 and found insignificant 
concentrations. Sybil! also analyzed for PCBs and found less than 2 ppm. (Rebuttal analyses for 
in-bound waste streams apparently were not presented at the time of the inspection.) 

13. List of purchasers of non-fuel used oil product for the past 3 years [40 CFR 279.10(e)]. 

Sybil! provided this information with the printouts of shipments received and sent (for the period 
from June 1, 1999 to December 31, 1999 and fi·om January 1, 2000 to the month of March, 2000) 
on March 28, 2000. 

F:\user\sbrauer\usedoil\sybill\documents to be reviewed, srb 3/7/2000 
F:\user\sbrauer\usedoil\sybill\March 2000 RCRA documents reviewed.wpd, srb 6/28/00 
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SYBILL, INC. MMI- ECAT BRIEFING 

May31, 2000 

Facility Background: 

Sybill, Inc., which does business under the name SRS Environmental, is a used oil processor and 
marketer located in an economically depressed residential/commercial section in the Delray 
community of southwest Detroit. The facility began operations at its present location in 1992. 
Sybil! employs 12 at this location, and operates 7 days per week, 24 hours per day. The facility 
receives a wide range of non-hazardous wastewater and used oil streams, ranging in oil content 
from roughly 2% to about 95%. Through-put is roughly 150,000 gallons per day. Wastewaters 
and waste oils are received by tanker truck, which unload at the processing building through four 
unloading bays. Through indirect heating, addition of chemicals such as de-emulsifiers, 
separation of the water phase, solids removal and, in some cases (roughly 10% of through-put), 
through the addition of sulfuric acid, the facility is able to produce oil for resale as fuel. 

Unloading, filling and treatment operations (i.e., by heating to as high as 200 degrees F and by 
liquid sparging with sulfuric acid) result in the release of volatile organics and hydrogen sulfide. 
Although the facility has installed a scrubber for treating its air emissions, and is operating under 
a permit issued by the Wayne County Dept. of Public Health, APCD, odors from the facility 
have generated numerous citizens complaints. From 1994 to the present, Wayne Co. has issued 
over 100 formal violations for offensive odors. The company was fined by the county in 1995, 
for the amount of $15,500.00. In December 1999, a class action suit was filed against Sybill in 
Wayne Co. Circuit Court, requesting that the odors stop. Prior to initiating the inspection, 
members of the Region 5 MM team drove around the facility and nearby community. Odors 
from the facility were strong within a two-block radius. 

A RCRA Complaint was issued to Sybil! on September 24, 1998, alleging three counts: (!) 
failure to notifY as a used oil marketer; (2) operating without a hazardous waste storage permit 
(note: Sybil! failed to rebut the presumption that the oil it received which exceeded 1000 ppm 
total halogens was mixed with a hazardous waste, and by the mixture rule, was hazardous); (3) 
failure to obtain EPA ID number for transporting hazardous waste (note: this relates to used oil 
shipments from Rouge Steel which exceeded the I 000 ppm total halogen limit). The Complaint 
was amended on August 27, 1999, and moved to reduce the penalty from 864K to 148K. 

On March 21, 2000, a letter was sent to Sybill's president, Vasilios Madias, notifYing him of the 
multimedia inspection the following week. The MMI covered two days, March 27th and 28th. 
Region 5 was accompanied by the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, City of 
Detroit Water & Sewerage Department, Wayne Co. APCD, and the City of Detroit Department 
of Environmental Affairs. 



Order of Presentations: 

1) Facility background: Mike Valentino, WPTD 
2) CAA findings: JeffGabris, ARD 
3) RCRA Used Oil findings: Sue Brauer, WPTD 
4) CW A findings: Sudbir Desai, WD 
5) EPCRA findings: James Entzminger, OSF, OCEPP 
6) RCRA findings: Mike Valentino, WPTD 

Milestones: 

1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 
6) 

Information request(s) 
Draft MMI Report to ECAT 
Final MMI Report to ECAT 
Recommendations for enforcement action to ECAT 
SBREFA pre-filing letter 
Complaint or Referral 

June 30, 2000 
June 30, 2000 
August 31, 2000 
September 6, 2000 
September 27, 2000 
October 31, 2000 
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To: Karl Karg, ORC, C-14J 
Mike Valentino, WP&TD, DRE-9J 
Sue Brauer, WP&TD, DRP-8J 

From: JeffGahris, ARD, AE-17J 

Subj: GM manager calls to inquire about Sybill 

I was about to send the attached e-mail, but the server crashed, so I am using snail-mail. Jeff. 



Karl, 

Jeffrey Gahris 

05/21/01 09:12AM 

To: 
cc: 

Subject: 

On Friday, I finally spoke with Don Smolensky (SP?), a Program Manager for Environmental 
Services, Chemical Resource Management, General Motors Worldwide Facilities Group. 

Mr. Smolensky expressed concern that Sybil I has not improved its environmental record over the 
last year and a half since GM received assurances that it would do so. He added that, from his 
perspective, Sybil I does not have the attitude of trying its best to make improvements. 

I explained that EPA is still in an information·gathering mode, with the issuance of the 114 
information request. I added that we had issued an NOV which mirrors the Wayne County's 
NOV's, both of which were based in large part on last year's multi· media inspection. GM has 
obtained at least some of Wayne County's files on Sybil!, which probably includes a copy of our 
NOV. I indicated there was also a RCRA side to the investigation, but he didn't ask any follow·up 
questions. 

I asked whether Sybil I is receiving GM wastes similar to what GM previously processed at the old 
Clark Street facility in Southwest Detroit. He said yes, and explained that the these materials 
include cutting oils that contain "sulfurized" materials which cause the release of hydrogen sulfide 
and mercaptans, 

Jeff. 



Per the May 5, 2000 State/U.S. EPA Enforcement Action 
Communications Plan, I am sending this e-mail to you to inform 
you that today, August 3, 2000, U.S. EPA is sending, by certified 
mail, a notice of violation (NOV) to Sybill, Inc. located in 
Detroit, Michigan. The NOV include allegations of RCRA 
violations detected during the joint U.S. EPA /MDEQ/City of 
Detroit Compliance Evaluation Inspection on March 27 and 28, 
2000. 

Michael Valentino is the U.S. EPA contact for this NOV and he 
could be reached at (312) 886-4582. 

No press release is planned. 

As you know, U.S. EPA, Region 5, and the States agree that 
communications on enforcement matters in advance of filing or 
settlement are confidential and, as ·such, are not to be shared 
with respondents/defendants or the public. 



z ' ' ~ ~ 
' ' 

To: Baldwin!, Nashaj. Merrickj 
Subject: Enforcement Action Communication 

Please see attached U.S. EPA's enforcement action related to Sybil!, Inc in Detroit, ML 

II 
Enf. Action Comm 
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April 14, 2000 

Sue Rodenbeck Brauer 
RCRA Used Oil Expert 
US EPA Region 5 
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division 
77 W. Jackson Blvd. DW-8J 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Re: Follow-up information 

Dear Sue: 

3345 Greenfield Road, Melvindale, Michigan 48122 
Telephone: (313) 382-9701 Facsimi le: (313) 382-9764 

[D)~~~ fi'¥'~~ 
lJi) APR 1 7 2000 l!!.J 

PPPI SECTION - WMB 
Waste, Pesticides & Toxics Division 

U.S. EPA - REGION 5 

During the multi-media inspection of our facility located at 111 Military in Detroit, MI, 
you requested copies of certain documents . Enclosed in this package please find: 

1. Monthly oil samp~e reports for Jan, Feb, March 2000 
2. Photos of used oil labels on tanks and clarifier tanks marked also. 
3. Emergency evacuation plan with each fire extinguisher location marked in red. 
4. Copies of operator logs with operating temperatures recorded. 

The Swanson Report was mailed on 3/31/00 to Jeffrey Gahris. The EPCRA Question 
Form with copies of all SARA Reports and notifications to fire departments, etc. is being 
sent to James Entzminger. The Clean Water Act information is being sent to Sudhir 
Defai. 

If there is any other information required, please contact Otoma Edje at (313) 841-6190 
or via mail at SRS Environmental 111 Military-- Detroit, MI 48209. 

pc: George Haratsaris- Plant Engineer 
V. C. Madias- CEO 

P.O. Box 5006, Dearborn, M ichigan 48128 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

JOHN ENGLER, Governor 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Mr. George Haratsaris 
Plant Manager 
SRS Environmental 
111 Military 
Detroit, 48209 

Dear Mr. Haratsaris: 

"Better Service for a Better Environment" 
HOLLISTER BUILDING, PO BOX 30473, LANSING Ml 48909-7973 

INTERNET: www.deq.state.mi.us 

RUSSELL J. HARDING, Director 

April 5, 2000 

SUBJECT: MIG 000 050 635 

REPLY TO 

DETROIT OFFICE 
SUITE 3600 
300 RIVER PLACE 
DETROIT Ml48207 

On March 27, 2000, staff of the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) conducted an 
inspection of SRS Environmental (hereafter Facility), located at 111 Military, Detroit, 
Michigan, to evaluate compliance of that facility with Part 121, Liquid Industrial Wastes, 
MCL 324.121 01 et seq., of the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 
1994 PA 451, as amended (NREPA). 

Not all required areas of compliance were reviewed by DEQ staff during the abbreviated 
inspection. This inspection was conducted as part of a larger United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) multi-media inspection. Subsequently, be advised that even 
though not all areas were inspected and reviewed, the Facility must comply with all 
applicable requirements. 

As a result of the inspection, staff of the DEQ have determined that the above facility is in 
violation of the following: 

1. Part 121, Section 12113(2), liquid industrial waste shall be managed to prevent 
discharge of liquid industrial waste to the soil, to the surface or ground water, into a 
drain or sewer, or in violation of part 55 (Air Quality Management). A spill of liquid 
industrial waste was observed near the scale pit. Please document that this spill 
has been cleaned up and document how the Facility will prevent such 
accumulations and spills in the future. 

The following comment/issue, which is not a specific violation, was identified: 

A. Part 121, Section 12113(1 ), requires that all vehicles, containers and tanks used to 
hold liquid industrial waste shall be closed or covered, except when necessary to add 
or remove waste. A sump near the base of Tank 28 was used to collect washwater 
and the leakage from a steam line. This sump appeared to be nearly full, and was 



Mr. George Haratsaris 2 April 6 , 2000 

uncovered, however, it can be considered in use, as it was being used to collect the 
leakage from the steam line. However, when not in use, this sump must be either 
closed or covered. Alternatively, the Facility may devise a system whereby any liquids 
collected in this sump are immediately removed (such as a sump pump activated 
whenever liquid industrial waste enters the sump). Please document how the Facility 
will be managing this sump in the future. 

The Facility must respond to the violations, and is requested to respond to the 
comment/issue noted in this letter. Please submit documentation to th is office regarding 
those actions taken to address the violations and the comment/issue by May 8, 2000. The 
DEQ will evaluate the response, determine the Facility's compliance status, and notify you 
of this determination. 

This letter of warning does not preclude nor limit the DEQ's ability to initiate any other 
enforcement action, under state or federal law, as deemed appropriate. 

Enclosed, for your information, is a handout explaining the Pollution Incident Prevention 
Plan required for certain facilities under Part 31 , Water Resources Protection, 
MCL 324.3101 et seq. of the NREPA; a short inf9rmation sheet on waste minimization; an 
information sheet on recycling fluorescent bulbs; and information on polychlorinated 
biphenyl (PCB) ballasts. 

lf.you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 

drs 

Sincerely, 

C\ffl-ivJto m _ 1} c-ecl ut 
JeGnette M. Noechel 
Environmental Quality Analyst 
Waste Management Division 
313-392-6524 

Enclosures 

cc: Ms. Sarah Lile, Detroit Department of Environmental Affairs 
Ms. Sue Rodenbeck Brauer/Mr::Mike \lalentino, USEPA 
Dr. Benedict N. Okwumabua, DEQ, WMD 

By 

APR 1 3 2000 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGC:ON 5 

IN THE MATTER OF: 
Docket No. 5-RCRA-011-98 

SYBILL, INC. 
111 Military Avenue 

Detroit, Michigan 48209 

EPA ID No. MIR 000 022 400 

CONSENT AGREEMENT AND FINAL ORDER 

I. PREAMBLE 

Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) filed a Complaint in this matter 

pursuant to Section 3008(a) of ~he Resource Conservation and 

Recovery as a~~ended 

United States Environmental ?rote=~ion Agencj 1 S Consolidated 

Rules of Practice Governing the Adn:tinistrative .:;ssessment of 

Civil Penalties and the Revocation or Suspension of Permits, 40 

C.F.R. Part 22. On August 27, 1999, U.S. EPA amended the 

Complaint, and moved to reduce the proposed penalty to $148,067. 

The motion was granted on September 20, 1999. The Complainant is 

Pesticides and Taxies Division, Region 5, United States 

Environmental Protection Agency. The Respondent is Sybill, Inc., 

the owner and operator of a facility located at 111 Military 

Avenue, Detroit, Michigan, 48209-4102. 

II. STIPULATIONS 

The Parties, desiring to settle this action, enter into the 



following s~ipu:a:~~ns: 

2. -::.'.·1':':5 3nd: 

. _---;. __ , 

" - <. 
-· -.:'-~-·-~~ --__:_ 

3. Respondent admits che jurisdi.::::tional allegati:Jns of the 

Amended Complaint. Respondent agrees ~ot to contest such 

....... ,....~.~~..:.,.--.;~ ~--< 
:--'-'---·- ...... ~----"-~·'::! 

Consen~ Agreement and Final Jrde~ :AFCl . 

4. Respondent nei~her a~~its ~or jenies the specific 

factual allegations contained in :he Amended Complaint, other 

than admissions made in Respondent's Answer. 

5. Respondent withdraws its request for a hearing and 

waives any and all rights under any provisions of law to a 

hearing on '::he allegaticr.s c:cn:3ined in the .Z'I.rnended Complaint or 

to challenge the terms and ccnditicns of this CAFO. 

6. If the Respondent fails to comply with any provision 

contained in this CAFO, Respondent waives any rights it may 

possess in law or equity to challenge the authority of the U.S. 

EPA to bring a civil action in the appropriate United States 

District Court to compel compliance with the CAFO and/or to seek 



3 

an additiG~al pe~~lcy 

and 

Respondent ag~ees ~o~ ~~ __ a:2 

income tax deduction or credi~ 2overing all or any part of the 

cash civil penalty paid ~o the U.S. ~reasury. 

s. ~esponden~ sha~~ 

any successor in interes~ 8~:~r cc 3ny ~ransfer of ownership or 

operational control of th~ ?aci~~ty. This CAFC is binding on 

Respondent and any successors in interest. 

9. On October 30, 1986, the State of Michigan was granted 

final authorization by the Administrator of the U.S. EPA, 

pursuant to Section 3006(bl of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6926(b), to 

administer a hazardous ·,.;,s:e D::ogram in lieu of the Federal 

program. Section 3008 o: ?CM, 42 U.S.C. § 6928, provides that 

U.S. EPA may enforce State regulations in those States authorized 

to administer a hazardous •,;aste program. On September 10, 1992, 

the standards for the management of used oil at Subpart E of 40 

CFR Part 266, were recodified, in part, at 40 CFR Part 279. See 

57 FR 41566 (1992). Part 279 ;:ook effect in States without final 



aut~o~izatio~ b; ~.s. 
._... ~ _-. 

--.-- - ·-

-' ~9??. 

~ 995, 

RCR..I:\ used all inspection of tf:e ::Zespondent:'s Facility pursuan: t:J 

its authority under Section J:J;Ji 0f 8-CR.JlL, 42 U.S.C. Section 6927, 

,','- -·· 

and Federal used oil ~anagerre~~ ~~~~~~e~ents. -Jn Sep::erober 

1995, U.S. EPA sent an ~n:orm3~~on ~equest to Respondent, 

pursuant to RCRA Section 300', ::equesting further information 

regarding Respondent's used oil management activities. 

Beginning on October 20, 1995, and at various times 

thereafter, Respondent provided information in response to U.S. 

EPA's information :::-eq:J.::.s-::: :=. , ~;.:! ir.. !:esponse to issues raised at 

meetings and in negot1a~:~ns. 

10. Nothing in this CAFO shall be construed to relieve 

Respondent from its obligation to comply with all applicable 

Federal, State and local statutes and regulations, including the 

RCRA Subtitle C requirements at 40 C.F.R. Parts 260 through 270. 

11. This CAFO shall become e=fective on the date it is 



I II . FINhl ORDER 

3a.sed 

--~~--~~- - -~,~ 
----~-----·--{ ---~--:'-/ 

disposal of all hazardoLs was~e ex2ept ~here 5~~~ ac~iv~:ies 

shall be in compliance with the applicable hazardous waste 

standards and regulations for hazardous waste transportation, 

treatment, storage, or :::iispcsa..:.. :'::1ci.~i~ies. 

1~. Respondent shall, '•lithi:-~ :hirt:1 130) ::ia:fS of the 

effective date of this Final Order, submit a written waste 

management plan for review and approval by U.S. EPA describing 

the management of all shipments of used oil accepted by and 

shipped from the Respondent's facility. The waste management 

plan will describe the procedures that will be followed by the 

Respondent ':0 achie~T"= ?.::-=1 :::l3.i::.:::ti:J. co::r.pliance \Vith the applicable 

requirements of MAC R 299.9806 ;40 CFR Part 279, Subpart H), 

including a written analysis plan describing the procedures and 

methods that will be used to determine and demonstrate that used 

oil accepted meets the total halogen requirements under MAC R 

299.9805(2) (40 CFR Part 279.10(b) (1) (ii)). and that the used oil 

fuel meets the specifications listed in MAC R 299.9805(1), (40 
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:mplemer:t 

;~ss:~ ~~nagement Plan, 

CFR s~bpart ~' 

16. Respondent shall, within 120 days of the effeccive date 

of this Final Order, demonstrate compliance with MAC R 

299.9805;2_; :.;:J C?R 2~?._:_ . .;,_;.::.-

used oil c8ntaining more than 1000 cpm :~tal halogens)] by 

demonstrating that the 'Jsed oil does not contain hazardous v1aste 

by using an analytical method from the "Test Methods for 

Evaluating Solid Waste, Physical/Chemical Methods," EPA 

Publication SW-846, Edition III, for each waste stream received 

by the facility for 90 days. During that same 90 day period, any 

used oil shipments from Rouoe Sceel (MID 087 ,38 431) to 

Respondent shall include an SW-346 analysis for the contaminants 

listed in 40 CFR Part 261.24(b), Table l. For each waste stream 

containing more than 1,000 ppm total halogens, Respondent shall 

rebut the presumption of mixture with a halogenated hazardous 

waste either by using an analytical method from SW-846 to 

demonstrate that the used oil does not contain significant 



7 

co nc en: r a:.: .:-:-.s 

:::tre 

. _·-.;_,. 

complete. 

18. Respondent shall, within ~ne-hundred (100) days of the 

approv~l a w~itten cl~s~~e pla~ ~~~ ~~e affected hazardous wasre 

management units to the ~lichiga~ Jepar~ment 8f Environmental 

Quality (MDEQ) . 

19. Respondent shall, w~thin one-hundred (100) days of the 

approval date of the closure plan, implement the MDEQ approved 

closure plan and submit certification of closure activities to 

the MDEQ. 

20. Respondent sr::::-_~ SPA \.lpon achieving 

compliance with Paragraphs 12 through 19 of this Final Order 

within fifteen (15) calendar days of the date compliance is 

achieved. If any required action has not been taken or completed 

in accordance with any requirement of this Final Order, 

Respondent shall notify U.S. EPA of the failure, its reasons for 
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the failu~e, 

~y- -·-<.:;, ._.. 
-- --<-- I 

(DE-9J), 
60604-

3 :: J ·J ! 

- . - " 

-~;.:.;::1_:_.;=: ::::=:_::::::.:..2::3 

documentation of the underlying research and data for any and all 

documents or reports submitted to U.S. EPA pursuant to this CAFO. 

research and data to U.S. 2?A ~;i:hi~ seven (7! calendar days of a 

request for such informa:1o~. "n all documents or reports 

submitted to U.S. EPA pursuant :o this CAFO, Respondent shall, by 

its officers, sign and certify under penalty of law that the 

information contained in such document or report is true, 

accurate, and not misleading by signing the following statement: 

I certify under penal':j ~--= law that I have examined and am 

~amiliar with :~e .:..~~:~2~=~~~ sub~i~ted in this document and 

all attachments and t~at, based on my inquiry of those 

individuals immediately responsible for obtaining the 

information, I believe that the information is true, 

accurate, and complete. I am aware that there are 

significant penalties for submitting false information, 

including the possibility of fines and imprisonment. 

22. Whenever, under the terms of this CAFO, notice is 

required to be given or a docQment sent by one Party to another, 

it shall be directed to the individuals at the addresses 



specifieC: bel0'r.': 

As to Resoondent: 

·-·-··-·---..:.-r 

Plunket~ & Cooney 

505 North Woodward 

Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 

9 

~..---~-.::-" __ , ~r- :.-~~,---· 

--~~----'·· --'::-•-'.-:1 

23. Respondent sha~: a:5~ s~b~~: 3 copy af all documents 

and corresp~ndence regarj~~; :~is =~~~ :o ~DEQ, =Ia: Ms. Joanne 

Merrick, Waste Management Jivisicn, ?.0. Box 30241, Lansing, 

Michigan 48909-7741. 

24. Within thirty (30) calendar days of the effective date 

of this CAFO, Respondent. shall pay fifty per cent (50%) of the 

total civil penalty in the amount of SEVENTY-FOUR THOUSAND, 

THIRTY-THREE DOLLARS &ND FIFTY CENTS 1$74,033.50) and, within one 

hundred and ~ighty ( l3'J, :iaJs J: :.he effective date of this CAFO, 

Respondent shall pay the other fifty per cent (50%) of the total 

civil penalty in the amount of SEVENTY-FOUR THOUSAND, THIRTY-

THREE DOLLARS AND FIFTY CENTS ($74,033.50). Payment shall be 

made by cashier's or certified checks, to the order of 

"Treasurer; United States of America". The checks shall be 

mailed to: U.S. EPA, Region 5, Regional Finance Office, P.O. Box 
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- ~~~e ~- ~~e ~es~ondent, :he 

··" 

Hearing C2_erk, 

Associate Reqis~al :ounse: 

- ~ ·- .-. ~ :: -,... 
-~--,:~·-- ..• 

25 Pursuant to 31 u. s ~ § 7 - ,..., ' ,_ shall pay the 
·~ 

j " ' 
........ esponcenL-

following amounts on any amount overdue under this CAFO: 

(a I ::--.:2:::::-est _;_['_ y ·..:.:-:p3. :_ =~ ~-~-.... -,.-~ - ~ :l = :._ ~] :;__ ..;_ _?e.'ial C'J shs.L 
V--'-- --~·· --

bear interesc at the rate es:3blis~ej by :he Secre:arj of the 

Treasury pursuant to 31 U.S.C:. § 37:;. 7 ·::t:· (l_). Interest will 

therefore begin to accrue on a civil penalty if it lS not paid by 

the last date required. Interest will be assessed at the rate of 

the United States Treasury tax and loan rate in accordance with 

4 C.F.R. § l02.13(c). 

(b) Monthly Handling Cha=ge. Responden~ shall pay a late 

payment handling charge :J~ SlS .. JQ on anj late payment, >~ith an 

additional charge of $15.00 for each subsequent thirty (30) 

calendar daj period over which an unpaid balance remains. 

(c) Non-Payment Penalty. On any portion of a civil penalty 

more than ninety (90) calendar days past due, Respondent shall 

pay a non-payment penalty of six percent (6%) per annum, which 



nc: p::l_:_j. 

and liabil_:_'C.J 

nonccr-r:pl ian::e, 

6928(c), as amended. 

II 

.::..3 - --- - . 
::;.-~-·-----~ 

-± 2 - . --= . ~ . 

27. Nothing in this agreement shall be construed as 

prchibiti~g, 3~:e~ing, 

EPA to seek any other r~~edies or san=:ions 3Vailable by virtue 

of Respondent's violaticn of ~his agreemen~ ~r of the statutes 

and regulations upon which :his agreement is based, or for 

Respondent's violation of any applicable provision of law. 

28. This CAFO constitutes the entire settlement between the 

parties, and constitutes final disposition of the Amended 

Complaint filed in this =3.s':::. 

29. Each party shal:;.. 8ear its :JWn -=osts and attorneys' fees 

in the action resolved by this CAFO. 

30. This CAFO shall terminate after U.S. EPA's review of 

Respondent's notification(s) submitted pursuant to Section III, 

paragraphs 13-21, when U.S. EPA determines that Respondent has 

fully complied with al~ terms ar,d conditions of this CAFO, 
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including payment, in full, :;: all 9'-=':1-alties iu.e a:-:d cn.;ing, and 

Act of 1980, 44 U.S.C. §§ 350: ~t ~-

Order, u.s i:PA express~::/ ::::-~se::::-·.·es 3.:-:.j' 3I1d ::-,..L _;_ ::-.:. '!:--;_:: 3 ~~ ;J~~:lg .s.r:. 

enforcement action pursuant to Section 7003 :Jf RCRA, 42 u.s. c. § 

6973, or other statutory authority should U.S. EPA find that the 

solid waste or hazardous waste at the ?acility may present an 

imminent and substantial endangerment to health or the 

environment. U.S. EPA also expressly reserves the right: (a) 

for any matters other than violations alleged in the Amended 

Complaint, to take any action authorized under Section 3008 of 

RCRA; (b) to enforce compliance with the applicable provisions of 

the t1ichigan Administca":l'/e Csde; and \CI to take any action 

under 40 C.F.R. Parts iZ~ and 2"0; and idi to enforce compliance 

with this CAFO. 



he or ahQ is fully authc:iz~d to enter into the ter~~ and 

~:on<ii.tic:ons of thi ~ conser>t. A(l:feert~l!lnt ano n.nal C:i!'d.er an-d to 

t.hls doeum~nt, 

Of~icial or Legal Re~rQse~t~;lve 

~i~w CEO. 
FOil: Sy:O.i.ll, Inc. , 
i\espcnden.t 

Aq:ceed to this -----day of -------· 19!1_ 

!!his 

By: 

~>;eph M. Doyle, Chi-ef 
Waste, l"e.lltioides ar.d "::e»dcs Div; sion 
Enfo:rc(!lll.anr. aad Coreplian~c Ass,.rance aranch 
U.s. Enviro~ental ~~otect~on Agency, ~e9ion 5, 

Complainant 

------ da.:t of --------~----------------· 199_. 

Robe~t L. Sp=in~e~. Director 
~aste, Pesticid~s and ToxiC$ Division 
U.s. &nvironmental Prote~~lon Agsn~t, ~$gien s 

!N THE Y~TTt~ Or: 
sYax:t.::.. me, 
lll Mi"itary Avenue 
T:>eoe.rcit, Mi.ehiQ'"-"- 48209 

DOCKET NO. 5-RCRA-Oll-99 

P, l6J!7 
p .... ' ...... ~-



111 S. MILITARY 26/2445 2-8-99 

SRS Environmental (SYBILL Recycling Services)(SRS) 
(formerly SYBILL) 
Vasilios (Bill) Madias, Owner (382-9701) 

, Plant Manager (841-6445) 
Mobil Pager (304-6847) 

George Haratsaris, Facilities Engineer (582-2520) 
Gary Berndt, Compliance Officer (841-6445) 
3345 Greenfield, Melvindale, Ml48122 (FAX 841-6446) 

EDUCATION & OUTREACH DAROCHA 

Per Bob Zabick, I had attempted to reach Mr Berndt, notifying him of the February 25, 
1999 GNU! meeting downriver. I tried via telephone and FAX without success. 

Spoke with Mr Berndt. I learned that they are in the process of changing over to 
Ameritech Voice Mail and the present hand sets are not compatible. 

I provided him with the Citizen Complaints for SRS and asked that he be prepared to 
respond as to efforts to correct these complaints. He is ready to attend GNUI meetings 
and Mr Madias/SRS's representative. 

Also, I obtained the two (2) telephone numbers that worik in finding him, etc. They are; his 
mobile pager (313) 363-5189 and the Main Office number (313) 382-9701. 

Mission Accompli~hed. 

(CA-028) FILE 



Ul\lliED SlATES ENVIROII!MEIIITAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGIONS 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

REPLY TO THE ATIENTION OF 

HAND DELIVERED 

Regional Hearing Clerk 
United States 
Environmental Protection Agency-Region V 
77 West Jackson Blvd. - 19th Fl. 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Re: U.S. EPA v. Sybill, Inc. 

C-14J 

Docket No. 5-RCRA-011-98 - Consent Agreement and Final Order 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

Enclosed please find an original of U.S. EPA's fully executed 
Consent Agreement and Final Order (CAFO) in the above-mentioned 
case. I have mailed a copy of this CAFO to the Administrative 
Law Judge (ALJ), and an original and a copy to Respondent. 

Sincerely yours, 

/;L_. ? ~ ~ cf[_. 
Thomas P. Turner 
Associate Regional Counsel 

Enclosure 

cc: Hon. Susan L. Biro, Chief ALJ (mail code: 1900) 
~ryan Holtrop, RCRA Enf. Br. (DE-9J) 

Richard D. Connors, Esq., 
Plunkett & Cooney, Counsel for Sybill, Inc. 

Recycled/Recyclable· Printed with Veqetable Oil Based Inks on SO% Recycled Paper (20% Postconsumer) 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAl PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGIONS 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

By Facsimile (letter only) and 
REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: 

Certified Mail/Return Receipt Requested 

Sybil~ Inc. 
c/o: Richard D. Connors, Esq. 
Plunkett & Cooney 
505 North Woodward 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 

Re: U.S. EPA v. Sybill, Inc. 
Docket No. 5-RCRA-011-98- Consent Agreement and Final Order 

Dear Mr. Connors: 

C-14J 

I have enclosed one original and a copy of a fully executed Consent Agreement and Final Order 
(CAFO) in resolution of the above case. The other original was filed on November 5, 1999, with 
the Regional Hearing Clerk. This is also to give you notice of the effective date of this CAFO, as 
the date of issuance and filing, November 5, 1999. (I have also mailed a copy of the CAFO to the 
Chief Administrative Law Judge, Susan L. Biro). 

Pursuant to the language of the CAFO, at Part HI, Paragraph 24, Within 30 days and 180 days of 
the effective date of the enclosed CAFO., please pay the civil penalty in the manner prescribed in 
paragraphs 7 and 24 ofthe CAFO, and reference your checks with the number BDOS".:. "2.0X>o{ 

Thank you for your cooperation in resolving this matter. 

Si~rely yours, 

/rL-1~62 
Tom Turner 
Associate Regional Counsel 
Enclosure 

cc: Regional Hearing Clerk/E-19J (w/CAFO) 
Chi~f ALJ (w/CAFO) 

$ryan Holtrop, RCRA Enf and Cmpl. Assur. Br. (DE-9J) (w/CAFO) 
Dorothy Price, Finance, MF-lOJ (w/CAFO) 

Recycled/Recyclable· Printed with Veqetable Oil Based Inks on 50% Recycled Paper (20% Postconsumer) 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGIONS 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

REPLY 10 THE ATTENTION OF 

~ov 0 5 1sss 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Hon. Susan L. Biro 
Chief, Administrative Law Judge 
Mail code: (1900) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

Re: U.S. EPA v. Sybill, Inc. 

C-14J 

Docket No. 5-RCRA-011-98 - Completed Settlement 

Dear Chief Judge Biro: 

Enclosed please find a ropy of the final settlement document 
(CAFO) in the above referenced case. The parties truly 
appreciate your aid and patience in helping to resolve this 
matter. 

Please contact me with any questions or comments at 
(312) 886-6613. 

Sincerely yours, 

/~ /}~ '{2-

Thoma{ P. Turner 
Associate Regional Counsel 

Enclosure 
cc: U.S. EPA Regional Hearing Clerk 

Region 5 

Recycled/Recyclable· Printed with Veqetable Oil Based Inks on 50% Recycled Paper (20% Postconsumer) 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

SYBILL, INC. 
111 Military Avenue 
Detroit, Michigan 48209 

EPA ID No. MIR 000 022 400 

) 

) 

) 

________________ ) 

Docket No. 5-RCRA-011-98 

CONSENT AGREEMEN~_AND FINAL ORDER 

I. PREAMBLE 

On September 24, 1998, the United State" Environmental 

Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) filed a Complaint in this matt-'3r 

pursuant to Section 3008(a) of the Resource Conser~ation and 

Recovery Act, as amended ·:RC3A), 42 U.?.C. § 6928(a), and the 

United State·s Environmental Protectl2n Agency's Consolidated 

Rules of Practice Governing the Administrative Assessment of 

Civil Penalties and the Revocation or suspension of Permits, 40 

C.F.R. Part 22. On August 27, 1999, U.S. EPA amended the 

Complaint, and moved to reduce the proposed penalty to $148,067. 

The motion was granted on September 20, 1999. The Complainant is 

the Chief, Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch, \'laste, 

Pesticides and Taxies Division, Region 5, United States 

Environmental Protection Agency. The Respondent is Sybill, Inc., 

the owner and operator of a facility located at lll Military 

Avenue, Detroit, Michigan, 48209-4102. 

II. STIPULATIONS 

The Parties, desiring to settle this action, enter into the 
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following stipulations: 

1. Respondent has been served ·,1ith a copy of the ."unended 

Complaint, Findings of "Iiolation and Compliance Order (Docket No. 

5-RCPA-011-98) in thi.s matter. The ~~'1',en6ed Complaint: is 

incorporated herein by reference. 

2. Respondent owns and/or opera~es a facili~y located at 

111 Military Avenue, Detroit, 01i-=:higan., -182C::1-.:J.l02 1:t::re 

"Facility") . 

3. Respondent admits the jurisdictional allegations of the 

Amended Complaint. Respondent agrees not to contest such 

jurisdiction in any proceeding ~o enforce the provisions of this 

Consent Agreement and Final Ordrr (CAFG). 

4. Respondent neither admits nor denies the specific 

factual allegations contained in the Amended Complaint, other 

than admissions made in Respondent's Answer. 

5. Respondent withdraws its request for a hearing and 

waives any and all rights under any provisions of law to a 

hearing on the allegations contained in the Amended Complaint or 

to challenge the terms and conditions of this CAFO. 

6. If the Respondent fails to comply with any provision· 

contained in this CAFO, Respondent waives any rights it may 

possess in law or equity to challenge the authority of the U.S. 

EPA to bring a civil action in the appropriate United States 

District Court to compel compliance with the CAFO and/or to seek 



3 

an additional penalty for the noncompliance. 

7. Respondent consents to the issuance of this CAFO and to 

the payment of a clvil penalty. Pursuant to Sections 3008(a) and 

3008(g) of RCR}\, 42 U.S.C. §§ 6928(a) and 6928(g), the nature of 

the violations and other relevant factors, U.S, EPA has deter­

mined that an appropriate civil penalty to settle this action is 

ONE HUNDRED FORTY-EIGHT THOUS)J:JD, SIXTY ,)LVEN DOLL .. Z\F_S i$148, 'J67) 

Respondent agrees not to claim or o-r:=terrtpt__ to ciaim a Federal 

income tax deduction or credit covering all or any part of the 

cash civil penalty paid to the U.S. Treasury. 

8. Respondent shall give notice and a copy of this CAFO to 

any sucr:esso.r in interest prior to cmy transfer of ownership or 

operational control of the Facility. This C~FO is binding on 

Respondent and any successors in interest. 

9. on October 30, 1986, the State of Michigan was granted 

final authorization by the Administrator of the U.S. EPA, 

pursuant to Section 3006(b) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6926(b), to 

administer a hazardous waste program in lieu of the Federal 

program. Section 3008 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928, provides that 

U.S. EPA may enforce State regulations in those States authorized 

to administer a hazardous waste program. On September 10, 1992, 

the standards for the management of used oil at Subpart E of 40 

CFR Part 266, were recodified, in part, at 40 CFR Part 279. See 

57 FR 41566 (1992). Part 279 took effect in States without final 



RCRA authorization 6 months tt~ public~tion Jate 

March 8, 1993, and in Sta':es ·di':h ::\C?J\ base program authorization 

after the State revised i :s ?.C::t.D~ ?:-:>~>Jr-am to ~~::1clude the new 

requirements. On October l5, 

requirements equivalent to 40 :?R 279, and was gran~ed final 

authorization by U.S. EPA to en~orce ~hese ~eq~irernen~s on June 

1, 1999. 

On March 2, 1995, a representative of Q.3. 2PA conducted a 

RCRA used oil inspection of the Respondent's Facility pursuant to 

its authority under Section 3007 of RCR~, 42 U.S.C. Section 6927, 

in order to determine its -::ompliancs viit.h the appropriate State 

and Federal. used oil managemen::- requirements. On September 18, 

1995, U.S. EPA sent an information request to Respondent, 

pursuant to RCRA Section 3007, requesting further information 

regarding Respondent's used oil management activities. 

Beginning on October 20, 1995, and at various times 

thereafter, Respondent provided information in response to U.S. 

EPA's information request ·~s\, :1nd in response to issues raised at 

meetings and in negotiations. 

10. Nothing in this CAFO shall be construed to relieve 

Respondent from its obligation to comply with all applicable 

Federal, State and local statutes and regulations, including the 

RCRA Subtitle C requirements at 40 C.F.R. Parts 260 through 270. 

11. This CAFO shall become effective on the date it is 
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signed by the Director, Waste, ?es~~=ijes and Taxies Division. 

I I I . FINAL ORDER 

Based on the foregoing stipul3~io~s, the ?arties agree to 

the entry of the follo0ing Final Orje~: 

12. Respondent shall, irnmedia.~~el~..; upon the effective date 

of the Final Order, cease transportation, trea:~ent, storage, or 

disposal of all hazardous waste except where such activities 

shall be in compliance with the applicable hazardous waste 

standards and regulations for hazardous waste transportation, 

treatment, storage, or disposal facilities. 

13. Respondent shall, within thirty (30) days of the 

effective date of this Final Order, submit a written waste 

management plan for review and approval by U.S. EPA describing 

the management of all shipments of used oil accepted by and 

shipped from the Respondent's facility. The waste management 

plan will describe the procedures that will be followed by the 

Respondent to achieve and naintain compliance •. ,ith the applicable 

requirements of MAC R 299.9806 (40 CFR Part 279, Subpart H), 

including a written analysis plan describing the procedures and 

methods that will be used to determine and demonstrate that used 

oil accepted meets the total halogen requirements under MAC R 

299.9805(2) (40 CFR Part 279.10(b) (1) (ii)), and that the used oil 

fuel meets the specifications listed in MAC R 299.9805 (1), (40 
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CFR 279.11). 

14. Respondent shall, within 30 days of the U.S. EPA's 

approval of the Waste l1anagemem: Plan specified above, implement 

the plan as required by the U.S. EPA. 

15. In addition to implementing the Waste l1anagement Plan, 

all used oil marketing will be conducted pursuant to, and in 

compliance with the applicable reauice_ ~nts of HAC R 299.9806 (40 

CFR 279, Subpart H, Standards fer 'Jsed Cil r'uel Marketers). 

16. Respondent shall, within 120 days of the effective date 

of this Final Order, demonstrate compliance with MAC R 

299.9805(2) [40 CFR 279.10(bl (1) (i) (rebutt'lble presumption for 

used oil co9taining more than 1002 ppm total halogens)] by 

demonstrating that the used oil does not co~~ain hazardous waste 

by using an analytical method from the "Test Methods for 

Evaluating Solid Waste, Physical/Chemical l1ethods," EPA 

Publication SW-846, Edition III, for each waste stream received 

by the facility for 90 days. During that same 90 day period, any 

used oil shipments from Rouge Steel (MID 087 738 431) to 

Respondent shall include an SW-846 analysis for the contaminants 

listed in 40 CFR Part 261.24(b), Table 1. For each waste stream 

containing more than 1,000 ppm total halogens, Respondent shall 

rebut the presumption of mixture with a halogenated hazardous 

waste either by using an analytical method from SW-846 to 

demonstrate that the used oil does not contain significant 
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concentrations of halogenated hazardous constituents or by using 

knowledge to show that the source of halogenated constituents are 

from exempted sources (such as household hazardous waste or 

conditionally-exempt small quantity generators). 

17. Respondent shall, within 90 days of the effective date 

of this Final Order, submit a letter enclosing a new Notification 

of Regulated Waste Activity !EPA Form S no-121 or a certification 

that the March 1997 notification is stll~ crue, accurate and 

complete. 

18. Respondent shall, within one-hundred (100) days of the 

effective date of this Final Order, submit for rev~ew and 

approval a written closure plan foe the affected hazardous waste 

management units to the Michigan Department c:f Environmental 

Quality (MDEQ) . 

19. Respondent shall, within one-hundred (100) days of the 

approval date of the closure plan, implement the MDEQ approved 

closure plan and submit certification of closure activities to 

the MDEQ. 

20. Respondent shall notify U.S. EPA upon achieving 

compliance with Paragraphs 12 through 19 of this Final Order 

within fifteen (15) calendar days of the date compliance is 

achieved. If any required action has not been ta£en or completed 

in accordance with any requirement of this Final Order, 

Respondent shall notify U.S. EPA of the failure, its reasons for 
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the failur-e, and the proposed date :"or compliance 1vithin ten (10) 

calendar days of the due date set :orth in the Final Order. 

Respondent shall address all correspondence concerning this Final 

Order, by certified mail, t:J the U.S. EPA.LRegion 5, ~'laste, 

Pesticides and Taxies Division, Enforcement and Compliance Branch 

(DE-9J), 77 West Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, Ill~nois 60604-

3590, Attention: Bryan Holtrop. 

21. Respondent shall maintain legible coples of 

documentation of the underlying research and data for any and all 

documents or reports submitted to U.S. EPA pursuant to this CAFO. 

Respondent shall provide documentation of any such underlying 

resear=h end data to U.S. EPA within seven (7) calendar days of a 

request for such information. In all documents or reports 

submitted to U.S. EPA pursuant to this CAFO, Respondent shall, by 

its officers, sign and certify under penalty of law that the 

information contained in such document or report is true, 

accurate, and not misleading by signing the following statement: 

I certify under penalty of law that I have examined and am 

familiar with the information submitted in this document and 

all attachments and that, based on my inquiry of those 

individuals immediately responsible for obtaining the 

information, I believe that the information is true, 

accurate, and complete. I am aware that there are 

significant penalties for submitting false information, 

including the possibility of fines and imprisonment. 

22. Whenever, under the terms of this CAFO, notice is 

required to be given or a document sent by one Party to another, 

it shall be directed to the individuals at the addresses 
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specified beloH: 

As to U.S. EPA: 

Mr. Bryan Holtrop 
Enforcement & Compliance hssurance Branch (DE-9J) 

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 

77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

As to Resoondent: 

Sybill, Inc. 
c/~: .?ichard D. Connors, Esq. 
Plunkett & Cooney 
505 :North WoodHard 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 42304 

23. Respondent shall also submit a copy of all documents 

and correspondence rega,·ding this CAFO to MDEQ, c/o: Ms. Joanne 

Merrick, Waste Management Division, P.O. Box 30241, Lansing, 

Michigan 48909-7741. 

24. Within thirty (30) calendar days of the effective date 

of this CAFO, Respondent shall pay fifty per cent (50%) of the 

total civil penalty in the amount of SEVENTY-FOUR THOUSAND, 

THIRTY-THREE DOLLARS AND FIFTY CENTS ($74,033.50) and, within one 

hundred and eighty (180) days of the effective date of this CAFO, 

Respondent shall pay the other fifty per cent (50%) of the total 

civil penalty in the amount of SEVENTY-FOUR THOUSAND, THIRTY-

THREE DOLLARS AND FIFTY CENTS ($74, 033. 50). Payment shall be 

made by cashier's or certified checks, to the Jrder of 

"Treasurer, United States of America". The checks shall be 

mailed to: U.S. EPA, Region 5, Regional Finance Office, P.O. Box 
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70753, Chicago, Illinois 60673. ihe na:ne of the Respondent, the 

billing document number and the Docket Number of this proceeding 

shall be clearly marked on the face of the checks. Copies of the 

transmittals of the payment shall be sent to: the Regional 

Hearing Clerk, Resource Management Division (M-19J); Tom Turner, 

Associate Regional Counsel (C-14J); and Bryan Holtrop, 

Enforcement and Compliance Assurance 3ranch (DE-9J); U.S. EPA, 77 

West Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590. 

25. Pursuant to 31 U.S.C. § 3717, Respondent shall pay the 

following amounts on any amount overdue under this CAFO: 

(a) Interest. Any unpaid portion of a civil penalty shall 

bear interest at the rate established by the Secretary of the 

Treasury pursuant to 31 U.S.C. § 3717(a) (1). Interest will 

therefore begin to accrue on a civil penalty if it is not paid by 

the last date required. Interest will be assessed at the rate of 

the United States Treasury tax and loan rate in accordance with 

4 C.F.R. § 102.13(c). 

(b) Monthly Handling Charge. Respondent shall pay a late 

payment handling charge of $15.00 on any late payment, with an 

additional charge of $15.00 for each subsequent thirty (30) 

calendar day period over which an unpaid balance remains. 

(c) Non-Payment Penalty. On any portion of a civil penalty 

more than ninety (90) calendar days past due, Respondent shall 

pay a non-payment penalty of six percent (6%) per annum, which 
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will accrue from the date ~he penal;:y pa:;-:ment became due and is 

not paid. This non-payment is in addition to charges v;hich 

accrue or may accrue under subparagraphs (a) and (b). 

26. Failure to comply with any provision of this CAFO shall 

subject Respondent to injunctive relief in U.3. District Court 

and liability for a civil penalt·; of up to Twenty-Seven Thousand 

Five Hundr~'d Dollars (.~:27, 500) ::.:·!: each ~~l_y of conl::inued 

noncompliance, pursuant to Secti~n 3008(ci of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 

6928(c), a~ amended. 

27. Nothing in this agreement shall be construed as 

prohibiting, altering, or in any way limiti~g the ability of U.S. 

EPA to seek-any other remedies or ~anctions available by virtue 

of Respondent's violation of this agreement or of the statutes 

and regulations upon which this agreement is based, or for 

Respondent's violation of any applicable provision of law. 

28. This CAFO constitutes the entire settlement between the 

parties, and constitutes final disposition of the Amended 

Complaint filed in this case. 

29. Each party shall bear its own costs and attorneys' fees 

in the action resolved by this CAFO. 

30. This CAFO shall terminate after U.S. EPA's review of 

Respondent's notification(s) submitted pursuant to Section III, 

paragraphs 13-21, when U.S. EPA determines that Respondent has 

fully complied with all terms and conditions of this CAFO, 
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including payment, in full, of all penalties due a~d owing, and 

U.S. EPA provides written notice to Respondent of such 

termination. 

31. The information required to be maintained or submitted 

pursuant to this CAFO is not subject to the Paperwork Reduction 

Act of 1980, 44 U.S.C. §§ 3501 et seq. 

32. Notwithstanding any other provisio~ of this Final 

Order, U.S. EPA expressly reserves any and all rights to bring an 

enforcement action pursuant to Section 7003 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 

6973, or other statutory authority should U.S. EPA find that the 

handling, storage, treatment, transportation, or disposal of 

solid waste or hazardous waste a~ the Facility may present an 

imminent and substancial endangerment to health or the 

environment. U.S. EPA also expressly reserves the right: (a) 

for any matters other than violations alleged in the Amended 

Complaint, to take any action authorized under Section 3008 of 

RCRA; (b) to enforce compliance with the applicable provisions of 

the Michigan Administrative Code; and (c) to take any action 

under 40 C.F.R. Parts 124 and 270; and (d) to enforce compliance 

with this CAFO. 
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IV. SIGNATORIES 

Each undersigned representative of a Party to this Consent 

Agreement and Final Order consisting of 13 pages certifies that 

he or she is fully authorized to enter into the terms and 

conditions of this Consent Agreement and Final Order and to 

legally bind such party to this document. 

By: 
LL, 

igning ~ficial or ~Legal Representative , •e~..-J c ..... , "''~· ~~.~~ 1--.) 
Title: ~:EftD&N"..,j..- Ce..O * --n:-:>-r"...........,...:i:£ ~ c:L-'-'"~"''tl V'\ f(. ' ,___) 

For Sybill, Inc., 
Respondent 

Agreed 

By: 

The 

this 

By: 

o eph . Boyle, 
ste, Pesticides and Taxies Division 

I ' 
Enforcement and Compllance Assurance Branch 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5, 
Complainant 

above being agreed and consented to, it is so ordered 
R_() 

~yof 

Robert L. Springer, 
Waste, Pesticides a d Taxies Division 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 

IN THE MATTER OF: 
SYBILL, INC. 
111 Military Avenue 
Detroit, Michigan 48209 
DOCKET NO. 5-RCRA-011-98 





IN THE MATTER OF: 

SYBILL, INC. , 

UNITED STATES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATOR 

) 

) 

) DOCKET No. 5-RCRA-011-98 
) 

Respondent ) 

PREHEARING ORDER 

As you have been previously notified, I am designated to 
preside over this proceeding. This proceeding will be governed 
by the applicable statute(s) as well as the Consolidated Rules of 
Practice Governing Administrative Assessment of Civil Penalties 
and the Revocation or Suspension of Permits (the "Rules of 
Practice") (40 C.F.R. §22.01 et §Sill.,_). The parties are advised 
to familiarize themselves with the both the applicable statute(s) 
and the Rules. 

Agency policy strongly supports settlement and the 
procedures regarding documenting settlements are set forth in 
Section 22.18(a) of the Rules of Practice, 40 C.F.R. §22.18(a). 
Settlement discussions in this proceeding may already have been 
undertaken and, if so, the parties are commended for taking the 
initiative to resolve this matter informally and expeditiously. 
If those discussions have not yet commenced or if such 
discussions have stalled, each party is reminded that pursuing 
this matter through a hearing· and possible appeals will require 
the expenditure of significant amounts of time and financial 
resources. The parties should also realistically consider the 
risk of not prevailing in the proceeding despite such 
expenditures. A settlement allows the parties to control the 
outcome of the case, whereas a judicial de·cision takes such 
control away. With such thoughts in mind the parties are 
directed to engage in a settlement conference on or before June 
15, 1999, and attempt to reach an amicable resolution of this 
matter. The Complainant shall file a status report regarding 
settlement on or before June 21, 1999. If the case is settled, 
the Consent Agreement and Final Order signed by the parties 
should be filed no later than July 25, 1999, with a copy sent to 
the undersigned. 



Should a settlement not be reached on or before the dates 
set forth above, the parties must prepare for hearing and shall 
strictly comply with the prehearing requirements of this Order. 

The requirements of this Order will meet some of the 
purposes of a prehearing conference, as permitted by Section 
22.19(e) of the Rules. Accordingly, it is directed that the 
following prehearing exchange take place between the parties: 

1. Pursuant to Section 22.19(b) of the Rules, each party 
shall submit: 

(A) the names of the expert and other witnesses 
intended to. be called at hearing, with a brief narrative summary 
of their expected testimony; 

(B) copies of all documents and exhibits intended to 
be introduced into evidence. Included among the documents 
produced shall be a curriculum vita or resume for each identified 
expert witness. The documents and exhibits shall be identified 
as "Complainant's" or "Respondent's" exhibit, as appropriate, and 
numbered with Arabic numerals (~, Complainant's Ex. 1); and 

(C) a statement as to its views as to the appropriate 
place of hearing and estimate the time needed to present its 
direct case. See Sections 22.21(d) and 22.19(d) of the Rules. 

2. In addition, the Complainant shall submit the following 
as part of its Initial Prehearing Exchange: 

(A) a copy of the June 6, 1995, Inspection Report which 
recorded the observations made by the EPA representative during 
the March 2, 1995, inspection of the Respondent's facility; 

(B) a copy of the EPA's September 18, 1995, information 
request and the Respondent's October 20, 1995, response to this 
request, including all the supporting documents; 

(C) a copy of the Notification of Hazardous Waste 
Activity filed by the Respondent in Michigan. on March 18, 1997; 

(D) a detailed narrative statement and a copy of any 
documents in support, responding to Respondent's allegation in 
Paragraph 18 of its Answer that there was a verbal agreement 
between the Respondent and the EPA which permitted Respondent to 
provide a limited sampling of manifests during the period from 
1992 through 1995; 

(E) a copy of any documents in support of the 



allegations in Paragraphs 24 and 28 of the Complaint; 

(F) a copy of the analytical results which Respondent 
submitted on April 29, 1998, May 19, 1998, May 22, 1998, and June 
8, 1998; 

(G) a detailed narrative explanation of the calculation 
of the proposed penalty, addressing each factor listed in the 
RCRA Civil Penalty Policy; 

(H) a copy of any other penalty policies or guidelines 
relied upon by Complainant in calculating the proposed penalty; 
and 

(I) a statement regarding whether the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1980 (PRA), 44 U.S.C. §3501 et seq., applies to 
this proceeding, whether there is a current Office of Management 
and Budget control number involved herein and whether the 
provisions of Section 3512 of the PRA are applicable in this 
case. 

3. Respondent shall also submit the following as part of 
their Prehearing Exchange: 

(A) a detailed narrative statement and a copy of any 
documents in support, explaining the factual and/or legal bases 
for Respondent's denial in Paragraph 4 of its Answer and 
Respondent's allegation that it never intended to transport,· 
receive, or treat hazardous waste at its facility on Military 
Avenue, Detroit Michigan; 

(B) a detailed narrative statement, and any documents 
in support, describing the alleged verbal agreement between the 
EPA and Respondent referred to in Paragraph 18 of Respondent's 
Answer and identifying each of the parties who represented 
Respondent and the EPA when this.agreement was made; 

(C) a copy of any documents in support of Respondent's 
allegations regarding the April 12, 1993, sample described in 
Paragraphs 34 and 35 of its Answer; 

(D) a detailed narrative statement, and a copy of any 
documents in support, explaining the factual and/or legal bases 
for Respondent's denials of Paragraphs 41, 42, 43 and 48 of the 
Complaint; 

(E) if Respondent is taking the position that it is 
unable to pay the proposed penalty, or that payment of a penalty 



will adversely affect its ability to continue in business, 
Respondent shall state such position in the prehearing exchange 
and shall furnish a copy of any and all documents it intends to 
rely upon in support thereof. 

4. Complainant shall submit as part of its Rebuttal 
Prehearing Exchange a response to Respondent's replies to.the 
inquiries set forth in Paragraphs 3(A) through (E) above. 

The prehearing exchanges called for above shall be filed in 
seriatim fashion, pursuant to the following schedule: 

July 25, 1999 

August 16, 1999 

August 30, 1999 -

Complainant's Initial Prehearing 
Exchange 

Respondent's Prehearing Exchange, 
including any direct and/or rebuttal 
evidence 

Complainant's Rebuttal Prehearing 
Exchange 

Section 22.19 of the Rules of Practice provides that 
documents and witnesses identities which have not been exchanged 
shall not be introduced into evidence at the hearing. Therefore, 
each party should thoughtfully prepare its prehearing exchange. 

The Complaint herein gave the Respondent notice and 
opportunity for a hearing, in accordance with Section 554 of the 
Administrative Procedure Act (APA), 5 U.S.C. § 554. In its 
Answer to the Complaint, the Respondent requested such a hearing. 
In this regard, Section 554(c) (2) of the APA sets out that a 
hearing be conducted under Section 556 of the APA. Section 
556(d) provides that a party is entitled to present its case or 
defense by oral or documentary evidence, to submit rebuttal 
evidence, and to conduct such cross-examination as may be 
required for a full and true disclosure of the facts. Thus, the 
Respondent has the right to defend itself against the 
Complainant's charges by way of direct evidence, rebuttal 
evidence or through cross-examination of the Complainant's 
witnesses. Respondent is entitled to elect any or all three 
means to pursue its defenses. If the Respondent intends to elect 
only to conduct cross-examination of Complainant's witnesses and 
to forgo the presentation of direct and/or rebuttal evidence, the 
Respondent shall serve a statement to that effect on or before 
the date for filing its prehearing exchange. The Respondent is 



hereby notified that its failure to either comply with the 
prehearing exchange requirements set forth herein or to state 
that it is electing only to conduct cross-examination of the 
Complainant's witnesses, can result in the entry of a default 
judgment against it. The Complainant is notified that its 
failure to file its prehearing exchange in a timely manner can 
result in a dismissal of the case. THE MERE PENDENCY OF 
SETTLEMENT NEGOTIATIONS DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A BASIS FOR FAILING 
TO STRICTLY COMPLY WITH THE PREHEARING EXCHANGE REQUIREMENTS. 

Prehearing exchange information required by this Order to be 
sent to the Presiding Judge, as well as any other further 
pleadings, if sent by mail, shall be addressed as follows: 

The Honorable Susan L. Biro 
Chief Administrative Law Judge 
Office of Administrative Law Judges 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Mail Code 1900L 
401 M Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

Hand-delivered packages transported by Federal Express or 
another delivery service which x-rays their packages as part of 
their routine security procedures, may be delivered directly to 
the Offices of the Administrative Law Judges at 1099 14th Street, 
N.W., Suite 350, Washington, D.C. 20005. 

Telephone contact may be made with my legal assistant, Maria 
Whiting-Beale at (202) 564-6259 or my staff attorney, Lisa 
Knight, Esquire at (202) 564-6291. The .facsimile number is (202) 
562-0044. Decisions of the Office of Administrative Law Judges 
are available electronically through the Internet at 
www.epa.gov/oalj or through electronic legal research tools, such 
as Lexis. 

Prior to filing any Motion, the moving party is directed to 
contact the other party or parties to determine whether the other 
party has any objection to the granting of the relief sought in 
the Motion. The Motion shall then state the position of the 
other party or parties. No Motion shall be considered without 
such a statement, however the mere consent of the other parties 
to the relief sought does not assure that the Motion will be 
granted and no reliance should be placed on the granting of an 
unopposed Motion. Furthermore, all Motions must be submitted in 
sufficient time to permit the filing of a response by the other 
parties and the issuance of a Decision on the Motion before any 
relevant deadline set by this or any subsequent order. Sections 
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22.16(b) and 22.07(c) of the Rules of Practice, 40 C.F.R. 

§§22.16(b) and 22.07(c), a1low a ten-day response period for 

Motions with an additional five days added thereto if the 

pleading is served by mail. Motions not filed in a timely manner 

will not be considered. In this regard, if either party intends 

to file any dispositive Motion regarding liability, such as a 

Motion for Accelerated Decision or Motion to Dismiss under 40 

C.F.R. § 22.20(a), it shall be filed within one month after the 

prehearing exchange has been completed. 

Dated: June 1, 1999 
Washington, D.C. 

Law Judge 



In the Matter of Sybil. Inc., Respondent 
Docket No. 5-RCRA-011-98 

Certificate of Service 

I certify that the foregoing Prehearing Order, dated June!, 1999, was sent this 
day in the following manner to the addressees listed below. 

Original by Regular Mail to: 

Copy by Regular Mail to: 

Attorney for Complainant: 

Attorney for Respondent: 

Dated: June 1, 1999 

Sonja R. Brooks 
Regional Hearing Clerk 
U.S. EPA 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Thomas Turner, Esquire 
Assistant Regional Counsel 
U.S. EPA 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Richard D. Connors, Esquire 
Plunkett & Cooney, P.C. 
505 N. Woodward Avenue 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 

'm~~-~ 
Mkna WhitiTii-Bell 
Legal Assistant 



UNITED S':::'ATES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATOR 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

SYBILL, INC., 

Respondent 

) 

) 

) DOCKET No. 5-RCRA-011-98 
) 

) 

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL PREHEARING ORDER 

On October 15,1999 Complainant submitted a Settlement Status Report indicating that the parties were unable to agree upon a supplemental environmental project and, therefore, Complainant has proposed a settlement requiring only a monetary penalty. Complainant requests an additional two weeks, until November 1, 1999 to complete the settlement. 

The record in this case reflects that Respondent violated the Prehearing Order by failing to file its prehearing exchange in a timely manner (on or before August 16, 1999), proffering as an excuse therefor that it had reached a settlement in this case. Two months have passed since the filing deadline and, still, no Consent Agreement has been filed. This case was initiated on 
September 24, 1998, over a year ago. The Office of 
Administrative Law Judges has a firm policy of completing cases within 12 months. This case is now past the 12 month time frame, without the prehearing exchange even having been completed. 
Further delay in moving towards hearing is simply unjustifiable. Therefore, Respondent is hereby Ordered to file its prehearing exchange or a fully executed Consent Agreement on or before 
November 19, 1999. Without the Agreement, this case will proceed towards hearing on an expedited schedule. The parties are free to continue their settlement negotiations while simultaneously proceeding towards hearing. 

Dated: !CJ/;fn 
Wash{ng~, D.C. 

~ ~~"-......-/ ~ 
Chief Administrative Law Judge 



In the Matter of Sybil. Inc., Respondent 
Docket No. 5-RCRA-011-98 

Certificate of Service 

I certify that the foregoing Second Supplemental Prehearing Order, dated October 19, 
1999, was sent this day in the following manner to the addressees listed below. 

Original by Regular Mail to: 

Copy by Regular Mail to: 

Attorney for Complainant: 

Attorney for Respondent: 

Dated: October 19, 1999 

Sonja R. Brooks 
Regional Hearing Clerk 
U.S. EPA 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Thomas Turner, Esquire 
Assistant Regional Counsel 
U.S. EPA 
77 West Jacksoc1 Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Richard D. Connors, Esquire 
Plunkett & Cooney, P.C. 
505 N. Woodward Avenue 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 

'~Jvv,;~~ 
Maria Whiting-Be 
Legal Assistant 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

IIJ 1 5 1993 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Sybill, Inc. 
c/o: Richard D. Connors, Esq. 
Plunkett and Cooney 
505 North Woodward 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 

Re: U.S. EPA v. Sybill, Inc. #5-RCRA-011-98 
Status Report 

Dear Mr. Connors: 

C-14J 

I have enclosed a copy of the Status Report filed on October 15, 
1999, with Chief Judge Susan L. Biro and the U.S. EPA Regional 
Hearing Clerk. 

Please contact me at (312) 886-6613 if you have any comments or 
questions. 

Sincerely yours, 

i~~~rner~ 
Associate Regional Counsel 

Enclos':? 

cc: ~yan Holtrop, 
RCRA Enf . Br. 

U.S. EPA 
(DE- 9J) 

Recycled/Recyclable· Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 50% Recycled Paper (20% Postconsumer) 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

1.11 1 5 i!92 

HAND DELIVERED 

Regional Hearing Clerk 
United States 
Environmental Protection Agency-Region 5 
77 West Jackson Blvd. - 19th Fl. 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Re: U.S. EPA v. Sybill, Inc. 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF 

C-14J 

Docket No. 5-RCRA-011-98 - Status Report 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

Enclosed please find an original and one copy of U.S. EPA's 
Status Report in the above-mentioned case. I have served copies 
of this Status Report with the Chief Administrative Law Judge 
(Chief ALJ) and a copy on Respondent by certified mail, return 
receipt requested. 

Sincerely yours, 

/I- 7 'l------ ;p 
Tom Turner 
Associate Regional Counsel 

Enclosure 

CC: H9n. Susan L. Biro, Chief ALJ (mail code: 1900) 
~ryan Holtrop, RCRA Enf. Br. Staff (DE-9J) 
Richard D. Connors, Esq., 
Plunkett and Cooney, Counsel for Sybill, Inc. 

Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 50% Recycled Paper (20% Postconsumer) 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-8590 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Han. Susan L. Biro 
Chief Administrative Law Judge 
Mail code: (1900) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M Street, s.w. 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

Re: U.S. EPA v. Sybill, Inc. 
Docket No. 5-RCRA-011-98 - Status Report 

Dear Chief Judge Biro: 

C-14J 

Pursuant to your September 20, 1999, Supplemental Prehearing 
Order in the above-mentioned case, enclosed please find a copy of 
a Status Report concerning the settlement of this case. 

Please contact me with any questions or comments at 
(312) 886-6613. 

Sincerely yours, 

/t-1r;~a--
Tom Turner 
Associate Regional Counsel 

Enclosure 
cc: U.S. EPA Regional Hearing Clerk 

Region 5 

off/.... ~Ao!...-1' 
1 

;2 u~,J ev.k'. C!/tc- 9 ;) 

Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 50% Recycled Paper (20% Postconsumer) 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION V 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

SYBILL, INC., 
lll Militarj }\venue 
Detroit, Michigan 48209 

DOCKET NO. 5-RCRi\-011-98 

SETTLEMENT STATUS REPORT 

Pursuant to this cour~'s Supplemental Prehea~ing Order 8I 

September 20, 1999, U.S. EPA has reviewed the proposed 
Supplemental Environmental ?roject (SEP) offered by Respondent, 
and determined that it was not acceptable. Thereafter, on 
September 29 and 30, 1999, U.S. EPA offered Respondent an 
opportunity to submit an alternative SEP proposal. No such 
proposal was forthcoming. In light of the previous 
determination, and given Respondent's assertion to want to settle 
this case in its September 7, 1999, Response to this court's 
Order to Show Cause, U.S. EPA has prepared a final draft of the 
Consent Agreement and Final Order in this matter, and has sent it 
to Respondent for signature. 

Complainant would therefore request an additional two (2) 
weeks, until November 1, 1999, in order to complete the necessary 
documents and achieve final settlement in this case. 

Dated: October ~' 1999 ~ectful~submitted, 

(~ ~ /~¢-
Tom Tur er 
Counsel for U.S. EPA 
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cc: U.S. EPA Regional ~earing Clerk 

·~Holtrop, U.S. EPA IDE-9J) 
RCPA Enf. Br. 

Sybill, Inc. 
c/o: Richard D. Connors, Esq. 
Plunkett and Cooney 
505 North Woodward 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ?\GENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604~3590 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF 

BY FACSIMILE AND OVERNIGHT MAIL 

Sybill, Inc. 
c/o: Richard D. Connors, Esq. 
Plunkett & Cooney 
505 North Woodward 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 

Re: U.S. EPA v. Sybill, #5-RCRA-011-98 

C-14J 

Settlement Document: Consent Agreement and Final Order 
(CAFO) - Final Draft 

Dear Mr. Connors: 

Pursuant to my September 30, 1999 letter, the U.S. EPA Consent 
Agreement and Final Order (CAFO) has reached a final draft. 
Enclosed please find two (2) copies of U.S. EPA's final draft 
CAFO, reflecting the matters discussed in our previous 
communications. 

Please review the document and have your client sign off on both 
copies, then return the copies to me. Due to the request of the 
Chief Administrative Law Judge in this matter, I would like to be 
able to send her office a facsimile of the final draft CAFO with 
your completed signature page (by fax), or, at least, inform her 
before the end of the day on Friday, October 15, 1999, that U.S. 
EPA has sent you the document for final signature. Your 
cooperation in this matter would be truly appreciated. 

After final signature and issuance by the Region, your client 
will receive a signed original by mail. If you have any 
questions or comments please feel free to contact me at 312/886-
6613. 

Sincerely yours, 

t{c_ 0 ;:____ ~ 
Tom Turner 
Associate Regional Counsel 

Enclosure 

Recycled/Recyclable· Printed w1th Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 50% Recycled Paper (20% Postconsumer} 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

By Facsimile and Regular Mail 

Sybill, Inc. 
c/o: Richard D. Connors, Esq. 
Plunkett & Cooney 
505 North Woodward 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

REPL.Y TO THE ATTENTION OF 

C-14J 

Re: Sybil!, Inc. Administrative Complaint and Compliance Order No. 5-RCRA-011-98 
Final Settlement Issues 

Dear Mr. Connors: 

This letter is to memorialize the telephone message that I left for you yesterday, Wednesday, 
September 29, 1999. As I informed you, the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) has reviewed your client's proposed Supplemental Environmental Project (SEP), that was 
attached to your September 7, 1999 letter. EPA has determined that the Environmental 
Compliance promotional program and pamphlets proposed by Sybill, Inc. would not be of 
acceptable nexus or sufficiency to meet the requirements of the EPA SEP Policy in light of the 
nature and frequency of violations alleged in the September 24, 1998, EPA Administrative 
Complaint. 

As I also noted in my telephone message, EPA is willing to consider another proposed SEP 
project, if your client wishes to do so in a timely manner. However, EPA is equally ready to issue 
a final draft Consent Agreement and Final Order ( CAFO) for signature by your client. This 
CAFO would be drafted to require a payment of the full modified penalty amount of$148,067 by 
Sybill, Inc., in two separate payments approximately 30 and then 180 days after the effective date 
of the CAFO, as well as full compliance as specified in the Complaint. EPA would note that, 
pursuant to the letter that you directed to the Chief U.S. Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) dated 
September 7, 1999, your client has agreed to settle for a final penalty amount that is based on the 
EPA's determination of the worth of the proposed SEP. (Therefore, EPA would be within its 
rights to seek the full modified penalty figure, assuming no value is ascribed to the SEP proposal). 

If your client seeks to submit a new SEP proposal, please inform the client that the ALJ has set 
October 15, 1999, as the date that she expects a settlement document or a well-reasoned Status 
Report indicating current settlement conditions. EPA is prepared to go forward with completion 
of this settlement in a timely manner, and would hope that Sybil!, Inc. is equally inclined. 

Recycled/Recyclable· Pnnted with Vegetable 01i Based Inks on 50°b Recycled Paper (20% Postconsumer) 



IN THE MATTER OF: 

SYBILL, INC., 

UNITED STATES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATOR 

) 

) 

) DOCKET No. 5-RCRA-011-98 
) 

Respondent ) 

ORDER GRANTING MOTION TO AMEND COMPLAINT 

On August 30, 1999, Complainant submitted a Motion to Amend 
the Complaint. The basis for the Motion is that, after the 
Complaint was filed, the Complainant received certain additional 
information regarding the Respondent's financial standing and, in 
light of that information, Complainant seeks to reduce the 
proposed penalty. The Motion did not indicate whether the 
Respondent opposed it, but no opposition has been received to 
date. 

Since good cause has been shown, the Motion to Amend the 
Complaint is hereby, GRANTED, and the Complaint is hereby amended 
to reflect the proposed penalty being sou ht as $148,067. 

. Biro 
Administrative Law Judge 



In the Matter of Sybil. Inc., Respondent 
Docket No. 5-RCRA-011-98 

Certificate of Service 

I certify that the foregoing Order Granting Motion To Amend Complaint, dated 
September 20, 1999, was sent this day in the following manner to the addressees listed below. 

Original by Regular Mail to: 

Copy by Regular Mail to: 

Attorney for Complainant: 

Attorney for Respondent: 

Dated: September 20, 1999 

Sonja R. Brooks 
Regional Hearing Clerk 
U.S. EPA 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Thomas Turner, Esquire 
Assistant Regional Counsel 
U.S. EPA 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Richard D. Connors, Esquire 
Plunkett & Cooney, P.C. 
505 N. Woodward Avenue 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 

'71 ·~ ~ 'IIMM. -
MariaWhi~ ' 
Legal Assistant 



IN THE MATTER OF: 

SYBILL, INC., 

UNITED STATES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATOR 

) 

) 

) DOCKET No. 5-RCRA-011-98 
) 

Respondent ) 

SUPPLEMENTAL PREHEARING ORDER 

By Order dated August 24, 1999, the Respondent was required 
to show cause as to why it had failed to file its prehearing 
exchange on or before August 16, 1999, as mandated by the 
prehearing order. On September 7, 1999, Respondent responded to 
the Show Cause Order explaining that it failed to submit its 
prehearing exchange because it had reached a settlement with the 
Complainant on that same date. However, to date, no executed 
Consent Agreement has been filed. Therefore, on or before 
October 15, 1999 the parties shall file the fully executed 
Consent Agreement or a Status Report explaining the reason for 
the delay. 

Dated: CJ ~rf 
wJSfi~ml: D.C. 



In the Matter of Sybil. Inc., Respondent 
Docket No. 5-RCRA-011-98 

Certificate of Service 

I certify that the foregoing Supplemental Prehearing Order, dated September 20, 1999, 
was sent this day in the following manner to the addressees listed below. 

Original by Regular Mail to: 

Copy by Regular Mail to: 

Attorney for Complainant: 

Attorney for Respondent: 

Dated: September 20, 1999 

Sonja R. Brooks 
Regional Hearing Clerk 
U.S. EPA 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Thomas Turner, Esquire 
Assistant Regional Counsel 
U.S. EPA 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Richard D. Connors, Esquire 
Plunkett & Cooney, P.C. 
505 N. Woodward Avenue 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 

1n~~-~ 
Mliiia Whitilli-Bell 
Legal Assistant 



PLUNKETT 
COONEY 

j()5 Sorth Wood\\clrll 12-1-.SJ 901--!-()(11, 

Sulk 3000 Fax (2-l-S 1 9fl] . ..l: 1--i-1, 

BloomfidJ Hilb. :V[ichi~an -1-8J0-1- www.plunkctti,: 1. , , , 

September 7, 1999 

Via facsimile (202) 565-0044 and First-class Mail 

Chief Judge Susan L. Biro 
Office of Administrative Law Judges 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Mail Code 1900L 
401 M Street, S W. 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

Re: Sybil!, Inc. 
Docket No. 5-RCRA-011-98 
Our File No. 05455.20623 

Dear Judge Biro: 

Enclosed please find one copy of Respondent's Response to the court's Order to 
Show Cause dated August 24, 1999. Respondent was ordered by the court to show 
good cause on or before September 7, 1999, why it failed to submit its prehearing 
exchange as required by the Prehearing Order and why a default should not be entered 
against it. Respondent has filed the original with the Regional Hearing Clerk, and sent a 
copy to counsel for the complainant, by certified mail, return receipt requested. 

~I~ 
Richard D. Connors 
Direct Dial: (248) 901-4050 

RDC/dlm 

Enclosure 

cc: Tom·Turner; ES1'1i (w/enc) 
U.S. EPA, Region 5, Regional Hearing Clerk (w/enc) 

05..1-55.20623.221485 

Flmt K:llam:.lzoo Lan~ing 

\It_ Clemt:m Petoskey Pitbburgh 

llb? .. SU._4Q£ 



IN THE MATIER OF: 

UNITED STATES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 5 

BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATOR 

SYBILL, INC , 
DETROIT, MICHIGAN, 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Docket No. 5-RCRA-011-98 

Respondent. 
Chief Administrative Law Judge 
Susan L. Biro, Presiding 

RESPONSE TO ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 

Respondent, SYBILL, INC., by its attorneys, PLUNKETI & COONEY, P.C., 

pursuant to this Court's Order to Show Cause dated August 24, 1999, hereby states as 

follows: 

1. On August 4, 1999, Tom Turner, Associate Regional Counsel, U.S. EPA, 

forwarded a Settlement Counter-Offer and draft Consent Agreement and Consent Order 

to Sybil!, Inc., outlining the terms and conditions under which a settlement would be 

entered between Respondent and Complainant. 

2. On September 7, 1999, Respondent accepted Complainant's Settlement 

Counter-Offer and notified ti1e U.S. EPA, Tom Turner, Associate Regional Counsel, by 

letter, their intent to accept. A copy of that letter is attached. 

WHEREFORE, Respondent respectfully requests that this Court accept 

Respondent's Response to show good cause why it failed to submit its prehearing 



exchange as required by the Prehearing Order and take note that default should not be 

entered against it, because it has settled and resolved all claims filed by Complainant. 

Dated: September 7, 1999 

05455.20623.221489 

Respectfully submitted, 

PLUNKETT & COONEY, P.C. 

By~-~~· 
Richard D. Connors (P 40479) 
Attorney for Respondent 
505 North WoodWard Avenue 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, Ml 48304 
(248) 901-4050 
Facsimile (248) 901-4040 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGIONS 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: 

cc: b. ~or~~ 
fir,. 

Chief Judge Susan L. Biro C-14J 
Office of Administrative Law Judges 
United States Environmental Protection 

Agency 
Mail Code: 1900L 
401 M Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

Re: Sybill, Inc. 
Docket No. 5-RCRA-011-98 

Dear Judge Biro: 

Enclosed please find one copy of the Complainant's Motion to Amend Complaint, which 
would reduce the amount of penalty proposed in the above referenced case. Complainant has . 
filed the original with the Regional Hearing Clerk, and sent a copy to counsel for the Respondent, 
by certified mail, return receipt requested. 

Sincerely yours, 

/rc6'2--~ 
Tom Turner 
Associate Regional Counsel 
U.S. EPA- Region 5 

cc: Richard D. Connors, Esq. (w/ enclosure) 
U.S. EPA, Region 5, Regional Hearing Clerk (w/enclosure) 

Enclosure 

Recycled/Recyclable· Printed with Ve!=Jetable Oil Based Inks on 50% Recycled Paper (20% Postconsumer) 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGIONV 

IN THE MATTER OF 

SYBILL, INC. 
DETROIT, MICHIGAN, 

Respondent 

) DOCKET No. 5-RCRA-011-98 
) 
) Chief Administrative Law Judge 
) Susan L. Biro, Presiding 
) 
) ___________________ ) 

MOTION TO AMEND THE COMPLAINT 

Complainant, by its attorney, Tom Turner, Associate Regional Counsel, pursuant to 40 

CFR 22.14© of the Consolidated Rules of Practice Governing the Administrative Assessment of 

Civil Penalties, published at 64 Fed. Reg. 40138 (July 23, 1999), seeks leave of the Presiding 

Officer to amend the Complaint in this matter, reducing the amount of civil penalty proposed. In 

support ofthis motion, the Complainant states as follows: 

1. This matter was initiated when Complainant filed its Complaint on September 24, 1998. 

The Complaint was composed of three (3) separate counts, with the first count being composed 

of specifically alleged violations of the requirement that a used oil fuel marketer notify the United 

States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) of its used oil activities and obtain an EPA 

identification number pursuant to 40 CFR §§ 266.43(b)(3) and 279.73(a). (See, Complaint, at 

Paragraphs 26-29). 

2. The regulatory violations that are cited in the second count of the Complaint involve the 

storage and treatment of hazardous waste without a proper permit pursuant to 40 CFR 

§ 270.l(c). (See, Complaint, at Paragraphs 30-43). 

3. The regulatory violations that are cited in the third count of the Complaint involve the 
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transportation of hazardous waste without an EPA identification number pursuant to 40 CFR 

§ 263.11(a). (See, Complaint, at paragraphs 44-49). 

4. The Complaint proposes that a penalty of $864,773 be assessed for these alleged 

violations. 

5. Respondent filed its Answer on November 23, 1998, in which it generally admitted to the 

allegations of Counts 1-3 of the Complaint, but raised a claim of its inability to pay the amount of 

penalty proposed in the Complaint. 

6. Subsequent to the filing of the Answer, and consistent with the Administrator's final 

decision in In ReNew Waterburv, TSCA Appeal No. 93-2 (October 20, 1994), Complainant 

requested that Respondent provide financial records relevant to its claimed inability to pay the 

civil penalty proposed. Based upon a consideration of the overall information provided by 

Respondent concerning its financial capabilities, and the analytical aid of Complainant's financial 

analysis staff, Complainant now proposes that the Administrator assess a civil penalty against 

Respondent of $148,067 for the violations alleged in the Complaint_ 

7. The Environmental Appeals Board (EAB), issuing a final decision of the Administrator, 

has recognized the principle "that the purpose of pleading is to facilitate a proper decision on the 

merits." In Re Asbestos Specialists, Inc., TSCA Appeal No. 92-3 at 19 (October 6, 1993). To 

this end, the EAB instructed that, "[t]he objective of the Agency's rules should be to get to the 

merits of the controversy." Asbestos Specialists, TSCA Appeal No. 92-3 at 23 citing In Re Wego 

Chemical & Mineral Com., TSCA Appeal No. 92-4 at 15 (February 24, 1993). 

8. Accordingly, the EAB has directed that: "[a]dministrative pleadings are intended to be 

'liberally construed' and 'easily amended."' Asbestos Specialists, TSCA Appeal No. 92-3 at 20, 
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citing Yaffe Iron and Metal Company, Inc. v. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 774 F.2d 

1008, 1012 (lOth Cir. 1985), affirming In re Yaffe Iron and Metal Company, Inc .. TSCA Appeal 

No. 81-2 (Aug. 9, 1982). In fact, in the Agency's decision in Yaffe, the EAB affirmed the 

Administrative Law Judge's ruling permitting a post-hearing amendment of the complaint. 

WHEREFORE, Complainant respectfully requests that this Court grant Complainant's 

Motion to Amend the Complaint, and adopt the Amendment to the Complaint, attached, as a 

component of the effective pleadings in this case. 

Attachment 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Tom Turner 
Associate Regional Counsel 

U.S. EPA 
C-14J 
77 W. Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, II. 60604 
(312) 886-6613 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that the original of the foregoing Complainant's Motion to Amend the 
Complaint and Amendment Language to the Complaint was served on the Regional Hearing 
Clerk, U.S. EPA Region 5 and that true and correct copies were served on Chief Administrative 
Law Judge Susan L. Biro and Counsel for Respondent (service by certified mail, return receipt 
requested). Dated in Chicago this )0 day of ~ iM'-t- , 1999. 

1iJf-"'-
T~Turner 
Associate Regional Counsel 
U.S. EPA- Region 5 



IN THE MATTER OF: 

SYBILL, INC. 
DETROIT, MICIDGAN, 

Respondent 

) DOCKET No. 5-RCRA-011-98 

) 
) Chief Administrative Law Judge 
) Susan L. Biro, Presiding 

) 
) 

----------) 

AMENDMENTLANGUAGETOTHECONWLAINT 

1. Complainant adds the following language as amendment at Section Ill (Proposed Civil 

Penalty) (p. 20) of the Complaint: 

" ... Complainant proposes that Respondent be assessed a civil penalty of ONE 

HUNDRED FORTY EIGHT THOUSAND SIXTY SEVEN DOLLARS 

($148,067) ... " 

2. Complainant also amends to substitute the attached Table 1 for the Table attached to the 

Complaint 



CITATION OF NATURE OF VIOLATION 
DATE OF VIOLATION REGULATION 

OR LAW 

COUNT 1- Failure to 40 CFR 
notify U.S. EPA of used 266.43(b)(3) 
oil marketing activities 40 CFR 
and obtain a u.s. EPA 10 279.73(a) 
number. MAC R 

299.9806(2) 
0 

MAC 
COUNT 2- Failure to 299.9502(1) 
obtain a RCRA_p~rmit for (40 CFR 
handling liste~ hazardous 270 .1(c)) 
waste. 

COUNT 3- Failure to MAC R 
obtain a U.S. EPA 299.9402 
identification number for (40 CFR 
transporting hazardous 263.11(a)) 
waste. 

ATTACHMENT 1 
PENALTY SUMMARY SHEET 

SYBILL. INC. 

GRAVITY· MULTI· 
DAY 

BASED 
PENALTY PENALTY AMOUNT* 

-0- -0-

-0- -0-

-0- -0-

AD JUS 
TMENT 

s 
(+/·) 

0% 

0% 

0% 

ECONOMIC TOTAL 
BENEFIT PENALTY 

$0 $49,355.66* 

$115,698 $49,355.67* 

$0 $49,355 .67* 

Total: 
$148,067* 

• Pursuant to the RCRA C1V1l Penalty Pol1cy, dated October 26, 1990, EPA rev1ewed the f1nanc1at data 
submitted by Respondent and determined that Respondent possesses the ability to pay a penalty of $148,067. 



IN THE MATTER OF: 

SYBILL, INC., 

UNITED 3TATES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATOR 

) 
) 
) DOCKET No. 5-RCRA-011-98 
) 

Respondent ) 

ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 

By Order dated June 1, 1999, the Respondent was Ordered to file its prehearing exchange on or before August 16, 1999. However, to date, the Respondent has failed to file its 
prehearing exchange. Section 22.17 (a) of the Consolidated Rules of Practice Governing The Administrative Assessment of Penalties provides that a party may be found in default for failing to comply with a Prehearing Order. 

Therefore, the Respondent is Ordered to show good cause on or before September 7, 1999 why it failed to submit its 
prehearing exchange as required by the Prehearing Order and why a Default should not be entered against it. 

~~~~~~=~--
Chief Administrative Law Judge 

Dated: 
D.C. 



In the Matter of Sybil. Inc., Respondent 
Docket No. 5-RCRA-011-98 

Certificate of Service 

I certify that the foregoing Order To Show Cause, dated August 24, 1999, was sent this 
day in the following manner to the addressees listed below. 

Original by Regular Mail to: 

Copy by Regular Mail to: 

Attorney for Complainant: 

Attorney for Respondent: 

Dated: August 24, 1999 

Sonja R. Brooks 
Regional Hearing Clerk 
U.S. EPA 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Thomas Turner, Esquire 
Assistant Regional Counsel 
U.S. EPA 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Richard D. Connors, Esquire 
Plunkett & Cooney, P.C. 
505 N. Woodward Avenue 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 

~~ 
Legal Assistant 



AUG 02 1999 16=59 FR PLUNKETT & COONEY 
07127199 oo:o8 FAX 

248 901 4040 TO 913128860747 

A 
a :a.& 3345 GrGenfield Road, Melvindale. Michigan 41'1122 

Telephone: 13131 362-9701 Facsimile: !3131 382-9764 
« I' 

July 26, 1999 

Mr. T0.111 1\.lmer. Esq. 
Ass.,.,; ate Rcgjoaal COI.IIl.iicl 
United StaleS Enviro11m0n!al Proreclion Age11cy 
n West Jackson Boulevard 
Cb.ieago, lL 60604-3590 

Re: Sybill,llle. Adminismltive Complaint ll!ld Compliance Order No S--RCR!\.-Ol!-9S 
Proposed Resolotion 

Sybill, no. must rtli!GIIllltly •r:r•• 10 your proposed seldem..,t of $148,067.00 for the monetlll')' penalty as 
you pu !Urth in your lener Claled 7ni'J9. We wislt to itera~e !.llat iillt:r all tile offor1 on our part to prove our 
oompli ce .., "-pnU to the halogen levels in our oull>ound oi~ !his pooaJ.ty is eo<!r<:mely min~<nt in ow­
opinic Simply Pill. wo ean not afford to cominue to ar;ue our =• os legal costs have ond would continue 
to in e substwiaily, Thus we iterate that we are reliiJ;i41!Uy """epti.Dg the eounw offer figure. 

We m ·t now bring to yow •11011!ioo tlla! OLII' nrn~~~cial he.>li,b, as you reviewed in out submitted financial 
repons Is very waok. Our liabilitios-r<l-tlllmiDg5 "'lio is three to one (3:1). Ow- cas!> now is very, very 
weak. "'· we would propose 10 tak~ aclvmlage of any allowable SE.P possibilities. Specifically, we 
would llow our QAIQC prognun to be made available to all oomp.Wes involved with noo·h112.11l'dous wasle 
liquids we would ful'll!er propose to ctoa!e 011<! dislribute a public awaror~eSs broc!Wre as regllllis wasle 
oillre led oil haodlmg ""d disposal procedures. We believe tllat • value of $2~.000 eon be justified as an 
SEI' -off to llic """'"""1' p011olty. If !he: SEP is allowed llten the monelil!Y sum of $123,061 would be 
due. · due to our weak financial stale, we mllSt rtljue>t a time based payment pro&rnm for !his am0\1111 
($123, 61), We would like to put forth tho follow~ payment options for your eowideration: 

Optioll A: Eighty-four (14) oqual mo11rlllY p•ymeoiS oU14GS.03, payable on a quarterly 
basis as $4395.25. 

Option B: Sixty (50) moolldy P"Y!!lCil.!S of $1200,00 llllcl • balloon payment of$59,693.30 

Tllank ou for your considel'iltion of !he above matter.lflbe:se opllO!!S do )101 meet your accept:mce. please 
us r...- a f.lce lO face meetiog. We are L1}'lng to keep these penalcy payments 10 around SISOO per 
as <l!is ,..ny is the J:llllldmum !hat the <llmpiln)' can afford. 

' 

d D. CoWlOrs, Esq. 

P.O. Box 5006, Dearborn, Michigan 48129 

~ 
JUL 26 1999 1'3'12 PAGE.02 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGIONS 

Jill Z G '\:' 1 

Chief Judge Susan L Biro 

77 \NEST JAC:<SON BOULEVARD 

CHICAGO. IL 60604 3590 

Ot1lce of Administrative Law Judges 

United States Environmental Protection 

Agency 
Mail Code l900L 

401 M Street, S W 

Washington, D.C. 20460 

Re Sybill, Inc. (Detroit, Ml) 

Docket No. 5-RCRA-0 ll-98 

Dear Chief Judge Biro 

_____________ ______. ... 

C-1-lJ 

Enclosed please find one copy of the Complainant's Pre hearing Exchange in the above 

referenced case. 1 have also tiled the original with the Regional Hearing Clerk, and sent a copy to 

counsel for the Respondent, by certified mail, return receipt requested. 

Sincerely yours, 

Tom Turner 

Assistant Regional Counsel 

U S EPA- Region 5 

cc Richard Connors. Esq 

US EPA, Region 5, Regional Hearing Clerk 



l'\ITED STATES E"\ IRO'\?\\E'\,T.\L PROTECTIO'\ .\GE'\CY 

REGIO" \ 

IN THE tviA TTER OF 

S'Y131LL, Inc. 
DETROIT, lvl!CHIGAN, 

Respondent 

) RCRA DOCKET t\o 5-RCRA.-0 11-98 

) 
) Chief Administrative Law Judge 

) Susan L Biro, Presiding 

) 
) 

) 

PREHEAR\1\:G EXCHA:--JGE 

In accordance with the Presiding Ofticer's directive of June I, \999, the Complainant tiles 

the following prehearing exchange statements, pursuant to 40 C. F. R. ~22 I 9(b) 

l. "the names of all expert and other witnesses it intends to call at the 

hearing, together with a brief narrative summary of each witnesses 

testimony. 

Joseph ~vi. Boyle 

EP.-\-Chief Enforcement and Compliance .\ssistance Branch 

L S EPA- Region \' 

Chicago, IL 6060~ 

Mr. Bovle, if called, will testifY concerning the application and use of L. S EPA's 1990 

RCRA Civil Penalty Policy when assessing the violations of RCR/\ pursuant to Section 3008, 42 

U S C Section 6928 Mr. Boyle willl:iJrther testif}· that based on his considerable experience and 

knowledge as an enforcement and compliance branch chief in the Waste, Pesticide and Taxies 

Division, that in the present case the calculation of a penalty amount of $864,773 was 

appropriately arrived at and should be considered applicable to the violations of record committed 

by Respondent, Sybil\, Inc., in light of the standards set forth in the RCRA. Penalty Policv. 

(Complainant's Exhibit or CE 29) Mr. Boyle will also testify as to the seriousness of the 

violations alleged in the Complaint to the RCRA regulatory program. 



o Brvan Holtrop 

Environmental Engineer 

Enfc,rcement and Compliance Assistance Branch 

L'.S EPA- Region\" 

Chicago IL 6060-+ 

:VIr Holtrop, if called, will testifi," concerning his re\·iew of the U S EP,"" and State of 

Michigan documentation tor the Sybill facilitv, as well as the infcmmtion submitted bv SybilL and 

the establishment of the violations alleged in the complaint 'dr. Holtrop will specifically testifv 

that based upon his review of the above mentioned e\·identiarv documentation, and consultation 

with a Region 5 expert on the regulation of used oil under the RCM program (l\ls Sue Brauer), 

he ascertained that Sybil! had failed to notify U S EPA of its used oil activities, and failed to 

obtain aU S EPA identification number (for the time period between September 1992 and 

approximately March 18, 1997); failed to obtain a RCRA permit for accepting and handling 

hazardous waste between April 12, 1993 and the issuance date of the complaint; and, failed to 

obtain a U.S. EPA identification number for transporting hazardous waste between \larch l, 

1995 and the issuance date of the complaint i'dr. Holtrop will further testify that he calculated 

and determined the Benefit of Economic Noncompliance (BEN) for Sybill (as a result of its 

actions), calculated and reviewed the penalty assessed in the complaint, and that the penalty 

assessed was assessed in compliance with the above referenced RCM Penalty Policy and the 

relevant statute (Complainant's Exhibit 29). 

3. Sue Brauer 
Used Oil Program Expen 

U S EPA - Region 5 

Chicago, !L 60604 

Ms. Brauer, if called, will testify that she aided iV!r Holtrop in interpreting the RC~A, used 

oil regulations and guidance that is applicable in this case, in coming to a determination 

concerning the violations to be alleged, and mitigation factors that may be considered by U S 

EPA. :Vis. Brauer, if called, will also testifv that her training and work experience in RC~A, have 

helped her to advise RCRA enforcement staff on matters invoking used oil regulations and policv 

4 \1ark E Conti 

Environmental Engmeer 

US STEEL-KOBE 

Lorain, OH 71245 

Mr. Conti, if called, will testify that he conducted the U S EPA RCM used oil inspection 

at the Sybill, Inc. facility in March 1995, and that he wrote up the results of his inspection in the 

U S EPA, June 6, 1995, report. (Complainant's Exhibit 4 ). 

2 



II. ""[C]opies of all documents and exhibits \Vhich each panv intends to 

introduce into evidence · 

CO\IPL-\f'\A'\T'S EXHIBIT 

The \larch 27. 1997. notification of regulated \vaste acti\·itv by \lichigan Department of 

Environmental Quality (\fDEQ) to SRS Environmentai;Svbill, Inc. (Svbtll) This document \\til 

be offered in evidence to substantiate that Respondent had engaged in the practice of transporting 

and marketing used oil that failed to meet the applicable regulatorv regulations of RCRA -10 

CFR Sections 266 and 273. 

COMPLMNA"il'S EXHIBIT 2 

The Sybill, Inc, March 18, !997, first notification to lvrDEQ that it was engaged in 

marketing and transporting used oiL This document will be offered in evidence to substantiate 

that Respondent had engaged in the practice of transporting and marketing used oil that failed to 

meet the applicable regulatory regulations of RCRA, 40 C.F.R. Sections 266 and 273 

COI\lPLAINAl'JT'S EXHIBIT 3 

The January 23, 1997. letter of warning from lvrDEQ to Sybill, Inc, regarding violations 

ofMDEQ and RCRA regulations involving the practice of transporting and marketing used oil 

that failed to meet the applicable regulatory regulations ofRCRA, 40 C.F.R. Sections 266 and 

273. This document will be offered in evidence to substantiate that Respondent had engaged in 

the practice of transporting and marketing used oil that failed to meet the applicable regulatory 

regulations ofRCRA, 40 C.F.R. Sections 266 and 273. 

C:OMPLAlNAJ'H'S EXHIBIT 4 

The June 6, 1995, RCRA C sed Oil Inspection repot1 of the :'~,larch 2. 1995, inspection 

performed at the Svbill, lne, facilitv bv lJ S EPA. This document will be otTered in evidence to 

substantiate that Respondent took in used waste oil that exceeded regulatory ma:-:tmum limits for 

hazardous constituents, and that it was actively engaged in the process of marketing processed 

used oil as of February 1995. 

COl\fPLAJNANT'S EXHIBIT 5 

The September 18, 1995, U.S. EPA RC:RA Section 3007 Information Request sent to 

Sybill, Inc. This document will be offered in evidence to substantiate the interest that U.S EPA 

had in this matter, concerning the used oil treatment, storage and disposal activities of the 

Respondent. 

3 



CO\IPL\1" -\\TS E.\HlB IT 6 

The October 20. !99'. Response of Svbi!L Inc to the l S EPA September IS. 1995. 

Information Request (Complainant's Exhibit 5). "ith attachments This document will be otTered 

in e\idence to substantiate the activities of Respondent. as alleged bv L' S EPA. that evidence 

noncompliance with RCRA regulatorv requirements for the handling of used oiL 

CO'\fPLAil\ANT'S EXHIBIT 7 

The 1992 to 1995 \tanifests of Used Oil accepted by Svbill, Inc These documents will be 

offered in evidence to substantiate the receipt of used oil bv the Respondent without following 

the required regulatory procedures under RCRA 

COI\IPLA!l\ANT'S EXHIBIT 8 

The January 18, 1995, Bill of lading ofSvbill, Inc. for used oil shipped from the 

Respondent's facility. This document will be offered in evidence to substantiate the marketing of 

used oil by Sybil!, Inc without a li.S EPA Identification Number as required under the applicable 

RCRA regulations. 

COMPLA!NANT'S EXHIBIT 9 

The February 14, !995, Bill of Lading of Sybill, Inc. for used oil shipped from the 

Respondent's facility. This document will be o!Iered in evidence to substantiate the marketing of 

used oil by Sybill, [nc without aU S EPA ldentification Number as required under the applicable 

RCRA regulations. 

COMPLAINANT'S EXHIBIT 10 

The April27. 1993. Bill of lading of Sybi!L [nc for used oil shipped from the 

Respondent's facility. This document will be ofTered in evidence to substantiate the marketing of 

used oil by SybilL Inc without a L'.S EPA Identification Number as required under the applicable 

RC R_ 'c regulations 

COI\IPLAlNANT'S EXHIBIT II 

The April 12, 1993. analytical results relied upon by Sybill, Inc. as a representative 

analysis of the continual shipments of used oil accepted by the Respondent from the Rouge Steel 

Company. This document will be offered in evidence to substantiate the charge that Sybill, Inc. 

handled used oil mixed with hazardous waste (chlordane and heptachlor) without a permit as 

required under applicable RCRA regulations 

4 



CO\lPLAI'\X\T'S EXHIBIT 12 

The c\pril 29. 1998, facsimile transmittal of analvtical results of Sv·btll. Inc s Report 

documenting toxicitv of used otl from Rouge Steel (,lmpanv This document 11ill be offered in 

evidence to substantiate the charge that Svbill, Inc submitted analytical results to L S EPA. 

documenting on more than one occasiotL that used oil from Rouge Steel was unacceptable under 

the applicable RCRA regulations 

CO\lPL'\1!\A\fTS E\..1-UB!T 13 

The July 2, 1993, analytical results of Sybill. lnc. ·s Report (Complainant's Exhibit 12) 

relied upon by Sybill as a representative analysis of continual used oil shipments to Sybil! from 

Rouge Steel Company. This document will be otTered in evidence to substantiate the charge that 

Sybill, Inc. handled used oil mixed with hazardous waste without a permit as required under the 

applicable RCRA regulations 

COMPLAINANT'S EXHIBIT 14 

The March 20, 1998, analytical results of Sybil!, Inc.'s Repot1 (Complainant's Exhibit 12) 

relied upon by Sybill as a representative analysis of continual used oil shipments to Sybill from 

Rouge Steel Company. This document will be alTered in evidence to substantiate the charge 

that Sybill, Inc. continued to handle used oil mixed with hazardous waste without a permit as 

required under the applicable RCRA regulations. 

COMPLAlNA.NT'S EXHIBIT 15 

The May l 9, 1998, facsimile transmittal of analytical results of Sybil!, Inc.'s Report 

documenting the total halogen content of used oil treatment sludge derived from used oil accepted 

by Sybil! This document will be offered in evidence to substantiate the charge that Sybil!, Inc. 

submitted analytical results to US EPA documenting its continued handling of used oil that had 

been found on occasion to be mixed with hazardous waste without a permit as required under the 

applicable RCRA regulations. 

CO\IPL-'\l"i,-\\iT'S EXHIBIT 16 

The October 25. 1995, analytical results ofSybilL Inc.'s Report (Complainant's Exhibit 

15) documenting that the total halogen content of used oil treatment sludge that Sybill accepted 

from its customers was greater than 1000 parts per million halogen (ppm). This document will be 

offered in evidence to substantiate the charge that Sybil!. Inc. handled used oil mixed with 

hazardous waste without a permit as required under the applicable RCRA regulations 

COMPLAINANT'S EXHIBIT 17 

The !'day 22, 1998, facsimile transmittal of analytical results of Sybil!, Inc.· s Report 
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documenting the total halogen content of processed used cil dert\ed trom used otl shipmenb 

accepted bv Svbill. This document mil be otlered in t\tdcnce to substantiate the charge that 

Sybil!. Inc. submitted analvtical results to L' S EPA documenting its continued handling of used 

oil that had been found on occasion to be mixed wich hazardous waste without a permit as 

required under the applicable RCR.'. regulations 

CO\IPL.-\lNANTS EXHlBIT 18 

The October 7, !997, analytical results of SybilL Inc. ·s Report (Complainant's Exhibit 17) 

documenting that the total halogen content was greater than I 000 ppm for used oil processed 

from used oil shipments accepted by Sybil! This document will be offered in evidence to 

substantiate the charge that Sybill, Inc. continued to handle used oil mixed with hazardous waste 

without a permit as required under the applicable RCRA regulations. 

COMPLAIN.Au'\JT'S EXHIBIT 19 

The July 24, 1997, analytical results of SybilL Inc.'s Report (Complainant's Exhibit 17) 

documenting that the total halogen content was greater than 1000 ppm for used oil processed 

from used oil shipments accepted by Sybil! This document will be otlered in evidence to 

substantiate the charge that Sybil!, Inc. continued to handle used oil mixed with hazardous waste 

without a permit as required under the applicable RCRA regulations 

CO!V[l'LAINANT'S EXHIBIT 20 

The January 15, 1998, analytical results ofSybilL Inc.'s Report (Complainant's Exhibit 

17) documenting that the total halogen content was greater than l 000 ppm for used oil processed 

from used oil shipments accepted by Sybil! This document will be offered in evidence to 

substantiate the charge that Sybil!, Inc. continued to handle used oil mixed with hazardous waste 

without a permit as required under the applicable RCRA regulations. 

CQ;\[l'LAINANT' S EXHIBIT 21 

The June 8. 1998, facsimile transmittal ofanal\1ical results of Sybil!, Inc ·s Report 

documenting the total halogen content of processed used oil derived trom used oil shipments 

accepted by Sybil!. This document will be otfered in evidence to substantiate the charge that 

Sybil!, Inc. submitted analytical results to US EPA documenting its continued handling of used 

oil that had been tound on occasion to be mixed with hazardous waste without a permit as 

required under the applicable RCRA regulations 

COMPLAINANT'S EXHIBIT 22 

The AprillO, 1997, analy1ical results of Sybil!, Inc's Report (Complainant's Exhibit 21) 

documenting that the total halogen content was greater than 1000 ppm for used oil processed 

from used oil shipments accepted by Sybil! This dccument will be offered in evidence to 
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substantiate the charge that Svhi!L Inc continued to handle used oil mixed with hazardous waste 

without a permit as required under the applicable RCR.'. regulations 

CG:\IPL\1:\A:\TS EXHIBIT 23 

The .\ugust 12. 19%. anah·t1cal results of SvbilL Inc.·, Rep on (Complainant's Exhibit 21) 

documenting that the total halogen content was greater than l 000 ppm for used oil processed 

from used oil shipments accepted bv Sybil[ This document will be offered in evidence to 

substantiate the charge that Svbill. Inc. continued to handle used oil mixed wnh hazardous waste 

without a permit as required under the applicable RCRA regulations. 

COMPLAlNA:\T'S EXHIBIT 74 

The December 30, 1986, Oftlce of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER) Final 

Waste Oil Interim Enforcement Guidance Document No. 9951. l , pp. 9, 50-51. This document 

will be offered in evidence to suppon the charge that Svbill, Inc. has t~1iled to rebut the 

presumption that the processed used oil treatment sludge and processed used oil that it 

transponed, accepted, stored and treated was a hazardous waste due to the presence of greater 

than l, 000 ppm halogens 

CO!'v!PLA!NANT'S EXHIBIT 25 

The November 29, 1985, Federal Register Vol. 50, No. 230 at 49164, containing the Final 

Rule on Hazardous Waste Management System; Burning of Waste Fuel and Used Oil in Boilers 

and Industrial Furnaces. This document will also be offered in evidence to suppon the charge 

that Sybill, Inc. has failed to rebut the presumption that the processed used oil treatment sludge 

and processed used oil that it transponed. accepted, stored and treated was a hazardous waste 

due to the presence of more than l, 000 ppm halogens 

COI'v1PLA1NANT'S EXHIBIT 26 

The March l, 1995, Generator Waste Characterization Repon ofSybill, Inc, 

documenting it as the transponer of used oil that it accepted from Rouge Steel Company. The 

previously referenced analvtical results (Complainant\ Exhibits l l and \3 ), along with this 

document will be offered in evidence to substantiate the charge that Sybill, lnc. transponed used 

oil mixed with hazardous waste from the Rouge Steel Company to Sybil! without a US EPA 

Identification Number 

CO!'v1PLAINANT'S EXHIBIT 27 

The September 1998, US EPA Penalty Computation Work Sheet for RCRA case number 

5-RCRA-0 ll-98, Sybill, Inc, with explanatory language based upon the RCRA Penalty Policy 

This document will be offered in evirlence to suppon the original RCRA penalty asserted against 

Sybill, Inc, and in response to the June L 1999, Prehearing Order of the Coun. 
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COT\!PL.~\l"JA:'-:TS EXHIBIT ~S 

The September [ 998, liS EPA, Region :i, RCRA Enforcement and Compliance 

Assurance Branch calculation of Benetlt of Economic :\oncompliance (BEl\) for this case. This 

document will be offered as evidence to support the original RCRA penalty asserted against 

Svbill, Inc, and in response to the June I. 1999. Prehearing Order of the Court 

C0\1PLr\li\ANTS EXHIBIT 29 

The October 26, 1990, U.S EPA RCRA Civil Penalty Policv. This document will be 

offered in evidence to support the original RCR'\ penalty asserted against Sybill, Inc, and in 

response to the June 1, 1999, Prehearing Order of the Court 

COIY!PLAINAi\TS EXHIBIT 30 

The Feb mary 25, 1998, US EPA memorandum concerning Lapse in Information 

Collection Request from October 1993 to the Present for Used Oil Requirements for Burners and 

Marketers. This document will be offered in evidence to support the original RCRA complaint 

asserted by US EPA, and in response to the June 1, 1999, Prehearing Order of the Court. 

COMPLAINANTS EXHIBIT 31 

The resume of Ms. SueR Brauer, US EPA, Region 5 Used Oil Expert. This document 

will be offered in evidence to support the assertion of U S. EPA that Ms. Brauer is qualified to 

testifY concerning the central issue at hand as an expert witness. 

COMPLAINANT'S EXHIBIT 32. 

The October 2, 1995, Letter of Sybil!, Inc, requesting an extension of time to tlle answers 

to the US EPA RCRA Section 3007 information request of September 1995 (Complainant's 

Exhibit 5), and independent assertion by Sybill, 1nc. that it will only make a limited response to 

the US EPA information request. This document will be offered in evidence to support the 

original RCRA complaint asserted by U S EPA. and in response to the June 1, 1999, Prehearing 

Order oft he Court. 

COMPLAlNA~T'S EXHIBIT 33 

The June 17, 1997, US EPA Transmittal of the Manual for estimating Costs for the 

Economic Benetlts of RCRA Noncompliance guidance document. This document will be offered 

in evidence to support the original RCRI\ penalty asserted against Sybill, Inc , and in response to 

the June 1, 1999, Prehearing Order of the Court. 

III. "a statement as to its views as to the appropriate place of hearing and estimate of 

time needed to present its direct case." 
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Pursuant to 40 CTR. ~22\9(d) and >~"~I (d). Complainant respcctti.t!lv requests that 

the hearing be held in Chicago, Illinois. which is the location of the reJe,·ant rc'!iona\ L. S EPA 

o!Tice in this case. Complainant estimates that it would take approximatelv 2 davs to present its 

case in chief 

IV "A detailed narrative statement and a copy of anv documents in support, 

responding to Respondent· s allegation in Paragraph 18 of its answer that there was 

a verbal agreement between the Respondent and the EPA which permitted 

Respondent to provide a limited sampling of manifests during the period tlom 

1992 through 1995 • 

Complainant submits that this requirement of the Court is fulfilled, in part, by 

Complainant's Exhibits 5 and 6. US. EPA regional RCM enforcement statfhad 

communications with Respondent concerning the timing and nature of Respondent's reply to the 

U S EPA RCRA. Section 3007 information request of September 18, 1995 (see Complainant's 

Exhibit 5) It was the understanding of U S EPA that Respondent would supply documentation 

and data relevant to the information request. US. EPA would note that even the limited sampling 

of responses that were received from Respondent showed that Respondent had failed to comply 

with the RCM regulations concerning notification of US EPA and the State of Michigan 

concerning its on-going used oil marketing activities between 1992 and 1997. (see Complainant's 

Exhibit 7) Finally, Respondent's October 2, 1995 response to the US EPA September 1995 

RCRA Section 3007 information request also indicates that Respondent had elected to supply 

limited manifest information and other data in compliance with the request. (See Complainant's 

Exhibit 32). 
V. "a detailed narrative explanation of the calculation of the proposed penalty, 

addressing each factor listed in the RCM Civil Penalty Policy " 

Complainant initially refers the Coun to Complainant's Exhibit 27. 

In determining the amount of any penalty assessed under Section 3008(a) of RCM, 42 

USC § 6928(a), the Administrator shall take into account the seriousness of the violation and 

any good faith e!Torts to comply with applicable requirements. 42 U S C § 6928(a)(3 ). Any 

penalty assessed shall not exceed S25, 000 per day of noncompliance for each violation. !d. The 

Civi!IVIonetary Penalty Inflation Adjustment Rule, published at 40 C.F.R Part 19, increases 

penalties occurring or continuing on or after January 3 I, I 997. by I 0%, thereby authorizing l!. S 

EPA to seek a penalty of up to $27,500 per day per violation. 

Complainant has proposed a $864,773 civil penalty against Sybil! for violations of RCM 

and regulations promulgated thereunder as alleged in the Complaint, pursuant to Section 3008(a) 

ofRCRA, 42 USC. ~ 6928(a)(3) To develop the proposed penalty, Complainant has taken into 

account the particular facts and circumstances of this case with specifrc reference to the 1990 

RCM Civil Penalty Policy (attached as Complainant's Exhibit 29), which provides a rational, 

consistent, and equitable calculation methodology for applying the statutory penalty factors 

enumerated above. 
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Under the !990 RCRA Civtl Penaltv Policv_ the total penal tv amount i' the sum of a 

gravity-based penal tv amount, the amount of anv multidav penalties_ an amount for anv economic 

benefit enjoyed by the respondent as a result of noncompliance_ and any downward or up\'iard 

adjustments_ 

The gravity component is a measure of the seriousness of the violation, and is determined 

by examining two factors potential for harm and the extent of deviation from a statutory or 

regulatory requirement. The gravitv amount is selected from an appropriate cell in a penal tv 

matrix formed by these two factors. The multi day component retlects the duration of the 

violation at issue. 1\!lultiday penalties may be mandatory, presumptive, or discretionary under the 

1990 RCRA Civil Penalty Policy_ The specific per day penalty amount is selected from a multidav 

penalty matrix, which also is based upon the potential for harm and extent of deviation of the 

violation at issue_ The economic benefit component is calculated through use of the BEN 

computer modeL Factors considered by US EPA in making upward or downward adjustments 

to the penalty amount include any good faith efforts to comply or the lack of good faith; the 

degree of any willfulness or negligence, any history of noncompliance; and respondent's ability to 

pay a penalty_ 

A. Gravity (Seriousness of the Violation) 

l. Potential for Harm 

Under the !990 RCRA Civil Penalty Policy, potential for harm may be categorized as 

"major", "moderate", or "minor". !d. at 15. Potential for harm is considered "moderate" where 

the violation at issue may pose a "significant" risk of exposure to humans or the environment, 

and/or may have a "significant" adverse effect on statutory or regulatory purposes, or on the 

RCRA program. (Complainant's Exhibit 29) 

In evaluating the harm arising from Respondent's t!rst violation, Complainant considered 

the potential harm to the environment and human health, and any harm to the RCRA regulatory 

program. Potential harm to the environment and human health as a result of Respondent's failure 

to obtain a US EPA ID number was considered low Complainant notes that Respondent had 

knowledge and maintained analyiical records of the used oil accepted by its facility and, therefore, 

was aware of the contaminants contained in the used oil Complainant therefore determined that 

the potential for harm to the RCRA regulatory program in this instance was moderate. 

The potential harm to the RCR.I\ program exists for the following reasons. The RCRA 

program provides for increased regulatory oversight of hazardous waste facilities in proportion to 

the scale, duration, and complexity of their hazardous waste management. The potential harm to 

the RCRA program exists because Respondent's facility operated in a manner that required a US 

EPA lD number (along with a State of Michigan !D) between at least !992 and 1997, yet 

Respondent failed to obtain one until so instructed in a January 1997 inspection. This activity can 

have a deleterious effect on the underlying program within the regulated community_ The 

strength of the RCRA enforcement program is premised on the compliance of all facilities within 
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the regulated communitv and the equitable and even-handed application of RCRA especiallv in 

instances where a partv is not in compliance Potentral harm to the RCRc-\ program e~ists due to 

the competitive advantage that a facility which avoids compliance may enjo:'- and the diftlcultv 

that such a situation presents in requesting tuture compliance of all similarly situated RC:RA 

facilities 

The potential for harm for Respondent's second violation (failure to obtain a RCRA 

permit for accepting and handling hazardous waste between April !993 and the issuance of the 

complaint (September !998)) was assessed as major under the application of the above mentioned 

criteria_ The core of the RC:RA program is the proper and safe acceptance and handling of 

hazardous waste, in compliance with all legal requirements for Treatment, Storage and Disposal 

(TSD) facility operators_ Failure to comply with the legal provisions ofTSD operations increases 

the risk of harm to human health or the environment. Respondent handled used fuel oil that met 

the criteria of hazardous waste, and did not seek to obtain a permit nor meet any of the financial 

assurance or written closure plan requirements of the regulatory program_ Analy1ical testing 

results between !993 and !998 indicated that Respondent repeatedly accepted used oil that 

exceeded the toxicity requirements for chlordane, heptachlor and hexachlorobutadiene tram 

Rouge Steel Company, as well as the 1,000 ppm total halogen limitation from various industrial 

facilities, including Rouge Steel. This behavior, in the absence of an approved RCRA TSD 

permit, was potentially harmful to human health and the environment and significantly harmful to 

the integrity of the RCRA program. 

The third charge of failure to obtain a US. EPA ID for transporting hazardous waste 

between March!, !995 and the issuance of the complaint (September 1998) was assessed as 

major (in terms of harm to the environment and/or to the RCRA regulatory program) under the 

application of the above mentioned criteria. While there was limited potential for harm to the 

environment, the Respondent's transportation of used oil from Rouge Steel Company to the 

facility (based on a March!, !995 manifest- see, CE 7 and 26) represented another undercutting 

of the RC:RA regulatory program. 

2. Extent of Deviation 

The extent of a respondent's deviation hom RCRA and its regulatorv requirements may 

be categorized as --major", "moderate--_ or "minor" CE 29, at 17. In the instance of the first 

charge of the complaint, the extent of Respondent's deviation from the requirement to obtain a 

U.S EPA ID was considered moderate, due to the duration of the activity prior to compliance 

( 1992 to !997), and because the facility had obtained a State Identification number. 

The extent of deviation for Respondent's second charge was considered major The 

Respondent failed to obtain a required TSD permit and also to comply with the other necessary 

legal requirements for operating a TSD facility. This was a significant deviation from the 

acceptable behavior of obtaining a RCRA TSD permit if your facility engages in hazardous waste 

activities. 
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The extent of dev·iation for Respondent's tirilurc to obtain a L' S EP.-\ lD number for 

purposes of transportation of hazardous \\aste was determined to be moderate, because the 

dev·iation from proper compliance activity occurred, but Respondent did maintain a State lD 

number to transport nonhazardous liquid waste 

3. Penal tv Assessment ".fatri" 

Once a violation, s potential for harm and extent of deviation have each been categorized 

as "major", ·'moderate", or ''minor", a penaltv amount is selected from a penaltv matrix found on 

page 19 of the 1990 RCRA Civil Penalty Policy Under the matrix, in the instance of the first 

charge, where potential for harm is moderate and extent of deviation is moderate, U.S EPA may 

assess a penalty for the violation at issue ranging from $5,000 to $7,999. Complainant considered 

the relevant factors such as seriousness of the violation compared with others falling within the 

same matrix cell, cooperation, size and sophistication of the violator, and number of days of 

violation), and selected a gravity amount of$6.500, the mid-point within the cell. 

In the instance of the second charge, U.S. EPA determined that the potential for harm and 

the extent of deviation were both major. After an assessment of the above mentioned applicable 

relevant factors, US EPA 1\.rrther determined that the midpoint of the available range of$20,000 

to $25,000 was appropriate US EPA selected a gravity amount of$22 500. 

In the instance of the third cftarge, lJ S EPA determined that the potential for harm was 

major, and that the extent of deviation was moderate. After an assessment of the above 

mentioned factors, US EPA further determined that the midpoint of the available range of 

$15,000 to $19,999 was appropriate in the instance of a one-time violation as indicated by 

available records. Thus, for the third charge US EPA determined that a penalty of$17,500 was 

sufficient 

B Multiday Component 

Multiday penalties are categorized as "mandatory", "presumptive", or "discretionary'' 

under the 1990 RCRA Civil Penalty Policy CE 29, at 23. :VIultiday penalties are ''presumptive'' 

where the violation has received a "moderate-moderate" gravity-based designation. The gravity 

designation in this instance is moderate-moderate Thus, the assessment ofmultiday penalties 

against Respondent is presumptive for days 2-180, where there are no case-specit!c facts 

overcoming the presumption. Multiday penalty days beyond 181 are discretionary 

Complainant considers Respondent's failure to comply with its obligation to obtain a U.S. 

EPA ID to be a continuing violation This obligation was triggered on the first day that 

Respondent acted as a used oil marketer in 1992 through March 1997, when Respondent obtained 

aU S EPA ID. Thus, Respondent's violation presumptively warrants a multiday penalty 

assessment The Respondent did maintain a State lD during this time period. Thus, US EPA 

believes that the presumptive rnultiday penalty is sut11cient to deter future noncompliance and 

therefore no discretionary multiday penalty component is appropriate. 
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Respondent failed to obtain a l·.s EPA lD Da\· i ufthis \iolation is alreadv accounted 

for bv the gravitv-based component of the penaltv. i.e 56.500. CE 29. at 2-1. Subsequent dailv 

penalties are calculated with reference to the i\lulti-Dav \latrix on page 24 of the 1990 RCR_\ 

Civil Penalty Policy. Once again, in this instance, the gravity designation of moderate potential 

for harm and moderate extent of deviation was used to select the appropriate cell in the J\'lulti-dav 

Matrix. The daily penalty amount for this cell ranges from $250 to $1,600. Consistent with the 

selection of the gravitv component. Complainant selected the mid-point in this ceiL nr $925 ng 

dav, to account for Days 2 through ISO of Responden( s noncomplia~<ce with L S EPA ID 

requirements No amount was assessed for any days beyond 180. 

The rnultiday component for the first chctrge was therefore calculated as lollows 

Day l• 
Days 2-180 ( 179 days at $925/day) 

Total Multi day Penalty (charge one) 

$ 6,500 
$165,575 
$172,075 

For the second charge, after applying the above mentioned factors to a determination of 

major-major, U.S EPA determined that charge involved a mandatory Multiday penalty. (CE 29, 

at 23-24) US EPA further selected from the appropriate cell in the Multiday Matrix for daily 

penalty amounts ($1, 000 to $5,000), at the mid-point of $3,000 (consistent with the selection of 

the gravity component of the penalty). 

US EPA's second charge against Respondent (failure to obtain a RCR_A. TSD permit) is 

major-major, and requires mandatory Multi day penalties for days 2-180. US EPA determined 

that penalties beyond the 180 day range were not warranted, since the RCRA Penalty Policy 

leaves these as discretionary. (CE 29, at 23 ). 

The multi day component for the second charge was therefore calculated as follows• 

Day 1• 
Days 2-180 ( 179 days at $3, 000/day) 

Total ''vlultidav Penal tv (charge two) 

$ 22,500 
$ 537,000 
$ 559,500. 

No Multiday component was determined for the third charge. Although Respondent 

accepted used oil mixed with hazardous waste on a continual basis from Rouge Steel Company 

since September 1992, and may have acted as the transporter for more than one of these 

shipments, U S EPA can only document that Respondent acted as a transporter on one occasion. 

C ECONOMIC BENEFIT 

Using the factors considered in the BEN computer model (CE 28) and US EPA guidance 

document entitled "Estimating Cost lor the Economic Benefit ofRCRA Noncompliance", dated 

March, 1997 (CE 33), Complainant calculated the economic benefit realized by Respondent for 
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the tlrst charge to be less than 52,500, and thus irNgnitlccuct Theret[Jre, BE'\ was not included in 

the proposed penaltv for charge one 

Lsing the above referenced computer mode: and guidance at charge t\\O, Complainant 

calculated the economic benetlt of Respondent's facility operating without a RCRA TSD permit 

using the delaved costs of not having a permrL a RC~-\ closure plan, and not hav·ing tinancial 

assurance for closure and third party liabilitv coverage. Therete1re. Complainant calculated an 

economic benetit of $115,698 

As with the tlrst charge, in the instance of the third charge, Complainant determined that 

Respondent had negligible economic benefit (less than S2j00) from the failure to obtain a li S 

EPA 10 number for the one-time transportation (ofrecord) of used oil. 

D. ADJUSTMENT FACTORS 

As noted earlier, factors considered by US EPA in making upward or downward 

adjustments to the penalty amount include any good faith efforts to comply or the lack of good 

faith: the degree of any willfulness or negligence, any history of noncompliance: and respondent's 

ability to pay a penalty. In the instance of all three charges in this case, no upward or downward 

adjustments were made based on these factors With regard to good faith efforts to comply, while 

Respondent eventually obtained a US EPA 10, Respondent operated in noncompliance for 4 '/, 

years prior to achieving compliance (or committing to achieving compliance under charge two). 

Charge three was a one-time occurrence of record. US. EPA believes that the obligation to 

obtain an appropriate lD, once triggered, continues until the 10 is obtained or it is no longer 

necessal)'. With regard to the other factors, at the time that the Complaint was issued, U.S EPA 

did not have a basis upon which to make any adjustments. Essentially, the same analysis is true in 

terms of Respondent's failure to obtain a RCRA TSD permit. and failure to obtain a US EPA lD 

number for purposes ofa one-time transportation of used oil. No adjustments were warranted for 

either of these other charges. 

E. CIVIL MONETARY PENALTY INFLATION RULE 

The Civil \lonetarv Penaltv Inflation ,\djustment Rule, published at 40 C.F.R. Part 19, 

increases penalties occurring or continuing on or after January 30, 1997. bv 10%, thereby 

authorizing US EPA to seek a penalty of up to S27,500 per dav per violation. In this case, an 

increase of 10% was not sought by li.S. EPA, since Respondent's primary noncompliance 

activities occurred prior to January 30, 1997 

F. TOTAL PENALTY Alv!OLNT 

The total proposed penalty for the tirst charge of S I 72,075 was calculated as follows 

Gravity Component 
Multiday Component 
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Base Penaltv (Gravitv- \!ultrdavl 

I 0% of Base Penal tv 
Total Penalty (Base Penalty-'- l0°o) 

S17~J)7:; 

s I) 
517207) 

The total proposed penalty for the second charge of 5675,198 was calculaced as follows 

Gravity Component 
''dultiday Component 
Base Penalty (Gravitv+i\[ultiday) 
10% of Base Penalty 
BEN 
Total Penalty (Gravity+ i\!ultiday) 

s 22,500 
5537,000 
5559,500 
so 
$115,698 
S675 198 

The total proposed penalty for the third charge of S 17,500 was calculated ~ts follows 

Gravity Component 
Multiday Component 
Base Penalty (Gravity+ i\lultiday) 
l 0% of Base Penalty 
Total Penalty (Base Penalty-" l 0%) 

Total proposed Penalty 

$ 17,500 
s 0 
$ 17,500 
$ 0 
$ 17 500 

$864 773 1 

Vl. "a statement regarding whether the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (PRA), 44 

U S C §3 50 l et ~ , applies to this proceeding, whether there is a current Office 

of Management and Budget control number involved herein and whether the 

provisions of Section 3512 of the PRA are applicable in this case." 

The PRA requires, with some exceptions, that identical information collection requests 

("ICRs) by federal agencies to ten or more persons must be approved by the Office of 

Management and Budget COMB") and, upon approval, must display a current Oivffi control 

number. 

1 US. EPA would note that during the creation of the Prehearing Exchange, the parties 

continued to negotiate for a settlement of this case, and have reached a probable settlement in 

principle. US EPA hereby advises the Court that, based upon subsequent corporate financial 

information provided by Respondent (and deemed acceptable by U.S EPA financial analysis 

staft), that Respondent has shown evidence of an inability to pay the current proposed penalty 

figure U.S, EPA anticipates a settlement document to be forthcoming in this case. However, in 

the event that U S EPA must draft a rebuttal Prehearing Exchange, then it also would anticipate 

moving this Court to allow amendment of the Complaint in order to propose a penalty that meets 

the criteria of the "ability to pay" standards under the RCRA Civil Penalty Policy. 
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liS EPA's Complaint includes alleged v·iolarions of the following RCRA regulations ~~~ 

C F.R. ~~ 26643(b)(3), 263.ll(a). 270.l(cl a"d 219 73(a) 

The following currentlv valid Oftice of \lanagement and Budget(' 0\IB") Control 

Numbers and liS. EPA ICR Numbers have been assigned to the following aforementioned 

regulations· 

40 C. F. R 0 Ol\IB Control "o 1rs. EPA ICR i'<o 

1. 263.11(a) 2050-0028 0261 

2. 266.43(b)(3) 2050-0028 0261 

3. 270.l(c) 2050-0028, 2050-0034, 0261. 12, 0262.08, 

and 2050-0009 and 1573.05 

4. 279 73(a) 2050-0028 0261 

These OFv!B Control Numbers are displayed in the Federal Register, in the Code of 

Federal Regulations at 40 C.F.R. Part 9, and are noted in the U.S. EPA internal file memorandum 

on Lapses on Information Collection Request regulations. (See CE 30, at 2) 

Based upon our review of the case, it appears that matters pertaining to ICR do not aftect 

the administrative hearing or settlement posture of this case. This case does not involve the 

enforcement of regulations requiring the collection of data. Rather, U.S EPA is enforcing 

requirements under Sections 263, 266, 270 and 273 of RCRA that involve aftirmative duties of 

the regulated parties, including Respondent, when they choose to work with, market or transport 

used oil and/or used oil materials that are determined to contain hazardous contaminants. The 

above mentioned regulations require Respondent to obtain aU S. EPA ID number before 

marketing used oil; to obtain a RCRA TSD permit and take all related (required) precautions 

when handling used oil mixed with hazardous waste at or above legally established limits; and, to 

obtain a U.S. EPA ID number before transporting used oil containing hazardous waste. The 

Respondent was under an affirmative duty to act based upon its voluntary choice to market, store 

and transport used oil (and used oil that sometimes tested positive as hazardous waste). There 

really was and is no specific duty demanding the sole collection of data in this instance. 

Finally, in the present case. lJ S EPA has determined that the only approximately relevant 

lapse time for the regulations in question was from Februarv l, \992 through March 29, 1992. 

All other lapse time periods precede these dates. Since the September 1998 administrative 

complaint contemplates time periods out of compliance from September 1992 forward, and due to 

the extreme length of time that Respondent was alleged to be out of compliance, there would be 

full justification of the proposed penalty 
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This Complainant's Prehearing Exchange for Svbill lnc is respectictlly submitted. 

Thomas P. Turner 

Associate Regional Counsel 

United States EPA- ORC Region 5 

77 W Jackson Blvd , C-14J 

Chicago, IL 60604 

312/886-6613 

17 



CERT!FlC\TE OF SER \ICE 

1 hereby certifv that the original of the foregoing was served on the Regional Hearing 

Clerk, US EPA Region V and that true and correct copies were served on Chief Administrative 

Law Judge Susan L. Biro and Counsel for Respo11_den\ (sef\ice by cenified mail, return receipt 

requested) Dated in Chicago this 1'C· dav of ) '' i ·\ . 1999 
. ~ --- ~ ·-·--~·--~·---
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Thomas P Turner 
Associate Regional Counsel 
US EPA- Region V 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGIONS 

By Facsimile and Regular Mail 

Sybil!, Inc. 
c/o: Richard D. Connors, Esq. 
Plunkett & Cooney 
505 North Woodward 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 483 04 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, ll60604-3590 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: 

C-14J 

Re: Sybil!, Inc. Administrative Complaint and Compliance Order No. 5-RCRA-011-98 

Proposed Resolution of case- Acceptance of counter-offer figure 

Dear Mr. Connors: 

This letter is intended to memorialize the telephone conversation that we had this morning, 

Wednesday, July 7, 1999. In our call, I indicated that the United States Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) has analyzed the financial information provided by your client, and has determined 

that in resolution of the penalty portion of this case it will accept a payment of$148,067, based 

on Sybill's assertion of limited ability to pay. EPA also requires Sybill, Inc. to come into full 

compliance with the requirements of the September 24, 1998 Administrative Complaint, 

Compliance Order and Notice of Opportunity for Hearing. In terms of purely technical questions, 

regarding appropriate methods of operation to achieve, maintain and demonstrate compliance, 

your client should feel free to contact Mr. Bryan Holtrop of the EPA Resource Conservation and 

Recovery Act (RCRA) Enforcement Branch at 312/353-5103 or myself. Further, during our 

conversation you mentioned a possibility that your client might wish to propose a Supplemental 

Environmental Project (SEP) to reduce some of the penalty figure. As I indicated in my follow up 

telephone message, you should be aware that a SEP must be completely within the parameters of 

the 1998 EPA SEP guidance and policy, and that it cannot defray the Benefit of Economic 

Noncompliance (BEN) amount, nor the gravity percentage of the penalty amount. (See, SEP 

Policy at Section E, pp. 12-17). 

Settlement would be achieved by a standard EPA Consent Agreement and Consent Order 

(CACO). Upon notification by Sybill that it agrees with the terms of settlement expressed in this 

letter, I will forward you a draft for review. 

Recycled/Recyclable· Printed with Veqetable Oil Based Inks on 50% Recycled Paper (20% Postconsumer) 



DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

FROM; 

TO: 

THRU: 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

7- .~-<! q JUL. 06 1999. 
"Enforcement Confidential 11 

June 23, 1999 Counter-offe-r By Sybill, Inc. 

John Luksis, Financial Analyst ~~ 

Bryan Holtrop, WPTD 
Tom Turner, ORC 

Paul Little, Chief 
MI/WI Enforcement Section 

I evaluated the June 23, 1999 and June 30, 1999 documentation 
supporting the June 23, 1999 counter-offer by Sybill, Inc. My 
analysis of this documentation is summarized in the following 
paragraphs. 

Joint Loan: 

On February 17, 1998 Comerica Bank provided a $600,000 loan 
jointly to Sybill, Inc. and Nave, Inc. (an affiliate wit'h the same 
owner). The loan was paid to Sybill, Inc. and an intercompany 
loan was utilized to transfer $214,159.82 of the proceeds to Nave, 
Inc. The analyst takes no exception with this explanation since 
original payment should have been directed to both corporations. 
The $214,159.82 entry recorded on Sybill's books was not a valid 
loan to Nave, Inc., but only a book transfer. 

Officer Compensation: 

Mrs. Madias became an officer of Sybill, Inc. during 1998. 
Therefore, the officer compensation on the 1998 corporate income 
tax return includes both Mr. and Mrs. Madias. The analyst takes 
no exception with this explanation since the 1998 increase in 
officer compensation of $55,197 from 1997 was primarily attributed 
to Mrs. Madias salary of $48,892. 

Conclusion/Recommendations: 

Counter-offer: 

Based on the results of my evaluation, the analyst advises that 
the counter-offer of $148,067 be accepted. This amount 
represents the officer's repayment of a company loan. 

The analyst advises one payment of $148,067 during 1999. This 
cash is coming from the officer's personal bank account (officer 
to repay company loan) and there is no valid reason to delay 
payment over several years. 

General Comments: 

If you have any questions with regards to my findings and 
recommendations, please call me at 6-4077. 
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S05 North Woodward (248) 901-4000 

Vla Facsimile 1312>886..0741 

Thomas T umer, Esq. 
Office of Regional Counsel (C-14J) 
77 West Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

Re: US EPA v Sybil!, Inc. 
Our File No.: 05455.20623 

Dear Mr. Turner: 

Suite3000 Fa<(248)901-4040 
Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48304 www.plunkeulaw.com 

June 30, 1999 

· This letter is in response to U.S. EPA's letter of June 25, 1999, requesting additional 
documentation to clarify certain findings EPA made as part of its review of the financial 
information provided by Sybil!. 

Attached please find a number of documents as follows: 

1. A two (2) page General Ledger in Detail for Nave, Inc. as of June 28, 1999. 
This documents the original $214,159.82 transferred from Sybill to Nave, a 
check in the ~mount of $158,720.84 to National Bank of Detroit, a check in 
the amount of $16,895.52 to D&H MackJKenworth, and a wire transfer 
receipt in the amount of $38,543.46 to Fold Motor Credit Co. The ledger also 
shows how the transfer between Sybil! and Nave has been repayed through 
12131198. 

2. Sybil!, Inc. General ledger in Detail as of 6128199 showing Notes Payable -
Comerica Bank!SBA. This represents all of the SBA funds disbursed on 
behalf of Sybill, Inc. and Nave, Inc. from Comerica Bank. 

As Malt Livernois explains it to me, Comerica Bank is the lending institution with the 
SBA guarantying the loan. There is no check from the SBA to Sybill representing the 
$600,000.00 as I previously represented to you. I mis-understood Mr. Livernois on 
this point However, as you can see from the loan documents I previously provided 
to EPA, the loan from Comerica Bank, with a guaranty from the SBA. was made 
jointly to Sybill, Inc. and Nave, fnc. 

Dt:troit Flint 

AnnAxbor 

Gaylord Grand Rapids 

Mt. C!emem 

Kalam<ra.oo Lansing Bloomfield Hills 

PetO$key Pimburgh 
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Mr. Thomas Turner 
Page2 
June SO, 1999 

248 901 4040 TO 913128860747 P.02/12 

If you have any questions, please feal free to call me at the number below. 

~~ 
Richard D. Connors 
Direct Dial: (248) 901-4050 

RDC/dlm 

Enclosure 

IIM5S.20623.213341 



JUN 30 1999 17=12 FR PLUNKETT & COONEY 
OS/2&/99 02:03 FAX 

248 901 4040 TO 913128850747 P.03/12 

As of 
06128/99 

folio 

<'75 kOT<S PAYA8LE•ikTER C~P~Y 

As of Period , F\sool Year 1~98 
oJE II 2435 GJ 02124198 

A:; of Period 2 Fi seal Year 1998 
JE fl 2439 GJ 03101/1'/l 
oJE t 2440 GJ 03102/98 
JE 11 2441 QJ 03/0111'/l 

M Qr Period 3 Fl>cal Y .. r 1978 
Ji It 2447 GJ flol/1619& 
JE fl 2449 GJ flo\123198 
JE # 2455 GJ 04/30/98 
C261 SYB!LL. INC. 

2015! IJ 0.\/30/96 
c261 nBit.L~ INC, 

2015~ IJ 0'130/98 
C261 SY8! Ll, INC. 

201S3A !J 04/301\la 
CZ61 SYBILL, INC. 

zom~ !J 04/30/98 

As of Period -4 Fiscal v .. r 1996 
~E II 2'63 G.l 05131/,6 
JE • 2465 GJ 05131/98 
V518 SVBIILt., !MC. 

meo< ~7 ( 11 co 0511?196 

As cf Period 5 Flsc•L Year 19V8 
JE f/.2,70 ~J 06/50198 

A< of P$r1Qd 6 Fiscal l'111.ru· 151'8 
.JE t 21.76 GJ 07151/95 

As of Period 7 F'h;Cill Year 19P8 
JE • 2~84 GJ 08/31/98 
Ji II 21.86 G.J 0&/31/98 

As of Per"lOd 8 fiscal YeO" 1998 
JE II 248g GJ 09/301~8 
JE II ~90 CJ 09150/98 
JE It 2490 CJ 09130198 

NAVf:~ lNOORPORATEIJ 

l.ienorol ledger- in Detail 
Selected A«»unt• 

Poriods 1 "'"'U!!" 1~ Fh«>l Yeor 1998 

Balanu Ouri'Wit 
for'\.iar-d Periad eal~nee 

0.00 
0.00 

17.520.00-
17.520.00· 

1SS.7ilc.B4-
16,895.52-
36.543.,6-

_m ________________ 

210. 159.8Z· 
m.on.&z· 

300.00 
l,SOO.DD 
3,600.00 

3,,00.00-

3,600.00 

3.600.00 

5,600.00-

-·~---------------
;,400,00 

226,m.sz-
3,600.00 

100.00 

2,100.00 

------------------
5,800.00 

2lll.47MZ-
12,500.00 

207.97?.61-
3,600.00 

204' !79. 82-
uoo.oo-
7,l0D,CO 

••~•w------------

3,600.00 
200, ?l'9.02-

3,800.00 
2,000.00-
;,n4.24-

~Dauaaa&dd~~------

1. 924. 24· 

LOON FROM SV$1 LL 

racord payoff by CQII6ti~a - c /-<. • 
rooord sr< pymt """ ange #679 - .::;, K 
rocard PI"'" by ...,.rica/ford -

rea ~pay 5D!lllln'la S , n to s rs 
reecrd'sale of ranger p/u 1637 
OFFSET IkTERCC,....ANY PAYABLE 

FlEET RENTAL S/96 
S~j6 

RoC SAtE OF TRUCK &!1903 

RECORD 7196 FLEET LEASE TO 51\S 

8/~6 SRS nerr ~MAL 
tDR At•Ol$T vE Z411' 

9/98 SAS VLEET RENTAL 
rec Laber to inst111lL na.~ motar 
rec:. QDrts to;nstal L new I'I\CitOt" 
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..... ,,.,.vru..,. u .... uv .an..a. 

As of 
06126/~9 

Account 

tO Name Folio 

NAVE 

A~ of' Period 9 Fi$Citl YG&f" 1998 
At of Period 10 f"1sc:aL Yean- 1998 

JE It 2~93 GJ 11/30/~8 

As of ~erlod 11 FigcaL ~ea~ 19P& 
JE I 250< GJ 12131198 
JE II 2511 GJ 121!1198 
JE 8 2514 ~J 12/31/98 

AS of Por1od 12 Fisc•~ r .. r 199& 

Tot•~ e.~ijnCC Forwood 
TotaL Activity 
Totol salonee 

NAVE, INCliRPOMTEO 
General Ledger i~ cata;t 

SelBC.ted A.ecounts 
PeriOds 1 through 12. Fi.scal rear 1998 

Sa lance CUrrent 
FoNSrd Per;~ BliiL&int::e 

o.oo 

202,70<.06-
202,704.06-

l,Sao.oo 
198,904.06-

13,116.77-
40,000.00-
BO,OOO.OO 

2&,Q6a.23 
m.ozo.l\3-

172,020.83• 
172,020.1!3-

REC fl££Y RENTAL W/SRS 

I 
Act IN1 ON UITE~ CO~PANV liOTE 

rBG charge to sr:s 
,... j4 2!;13 
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9-9/720 
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03/04/96 
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CHECK NO. 

AMOUNT 



. 
• 

i. 

'· 

~ ,, 
, . 
.. 
~ 

' 

t'. 
·'· 

JUN 30 1999 17:14 FR PLUNKETT & COONEY 
~~P&OIDD Up.U~ r~ 

248 901 4040 TO 913128860747 P.07/12 

FEB ~9'99 17:15 FR CSPC Ol'l!'I.H~---.. ·-·· .. <~~.~2 49S 3139 TO 9!3!33829164 
, .. , . 

Ford ll6tor Cftdt COmpany 

~--- ft!tN~~ ft 
p.IL B6)l. ·~·t 0 

hTN: \J..o....Lt 
:De.o..r\:::o"("n \-\ e:,~~ '\J..:I 

J-w~~-

~~ · · 3le- ali'~-ot 1LD4- • ~~--;-~----------~ 

Al your ~ we """ pnl\llllli'OIIl/CU Ylitll 1118 lllftlllmt ~ II> - your IIIIICOUIII: IR MI. ~ --t is .-.. on or l:!afllflll "!lie I!IIIIIIN.IIO!I - (Good Unlll !lml) .....,_ belcw. If ~enllll nQt mBillll bV 1M 

IIOQ:IimtiOII -.._ p1-~ lil mi8ed ~ .......unt, 

Am .... n1. ro 1'11111 M= s z;;r~ sy '*' _y. v 
Elipli'Biion Data (S- Untill:llml): _____ ..,.;i."""tl""';;o....,.(.Q.._ _______ 1119? 

v..., inlllv :!lOin. 

~0& •:JM -1 J 



I 
; I I 
I I 

I 

JUN 30 1999 17=15 FR PLUNKETT & COONEY 
06!29/99 02;44 FAX 

248 901 4040 TO 913128860747 P.08/12 

As of 
06/25199 

Aeeount 

10 """" Follo 

SYBlLL. INC 

Genera( Ledger in Oetail 
Selected Accounts 

Period!i 2 througn 6 F~sr:s~ 'fear 19!ilfJ 

Bal8nca Cwttent 
Forward Period Balanca 

2690 NOTES PAYABLE - COMERICA BANI:ISBA 

JE , 1660 
JE # 16$1 
JEll' 1662 
JE ~ 1663 
JE 11 1663 
JE I 1664 
Jf f 1665 
JE « 1666 
JE It 1681 

M af ~;~a,.,QCS 2 

As of Period 3 
JEt 1715 
JE # 17!iZ 

,.. of Period 4 
JE • 1758 
Jf I 1804 
JE ~ 1633 
JE If 18!S4 

/oS of Period S 
JE f 1801 
JE II 1839 
JE It 1660 
JEll 1841 
JE It 1877 
Jt # 1s1a 
JE # 1679 

As of Period 6 

TotaL BaL.,~ Foi"Wiird 

Tctal Activity 
TctDl l!alDnc;e 

5vtUI.I.., INC 

GJ 02117198 
G.J 021171~8 

GJ 02117118 
GJ 02/17196 

GJ 02/17/95 
GJ 02/17195 
GJ 02117198 
GJ 02117198 
GJ 02127/98 

F\se~l Vear 1998 
Fis~a~ Year 1~98 

G.J 04101/98 
G.J 04130/98 

Fl•oo\ Veor 1998 
GJ 05/01196 
GJ 05/29/98 
GJ DS/31198 

GJ 05131198 

Fisc•L Year 1~?8 
GJ 06/01/98 
GJ 06115/98 
GJ 06115198 
GJ 06/15198 
GJ 06/:>D/96 
GJ 06/:S0/98 
G.J 06/30/96 

Fiscal 'fear U9'S 

0.00 
204,67<,03-
36,076,96-
99,264.13-
14,500.00-
3,952.00-

38,543.46· 
51.451 .4&-
26,519.92-
25,000.00-

~--~--------------
SOD. ODD, DO-

500,000.00-
sao. coo. co--

6,0illl.60 
16,895.52-

-----------····-~-
10,&06, 92-

510,80Mi!-
6,01ll1.60 

10.905.00-
16,716.1~-

10.905.00-

~~---------··-----
3<!.439.56-

;t.3.246.Ml-
5.523.11 

15,000.00-
8,7117.96-

31,6113.56• 
1<.500.00 
10.905.00 

.~.Ill· 

------------------

o.oo 

26,797.25-
570,043.73· 

570, 043.73· 
570.043.7;-

··~=-=-=-=====--=~~~~~ 

PAYOff BRIDGE LOAN 
PAY .OFF BULLDOG NOTE 

PAYOFF SMSE lOAN 

SllA 1GUAAANTY FEE 

COHER!CA WI< eLO.SlNG COSTS 
CQijEJ!JCA PAYOFF ON fMC NAV( lR 

RECOOD PAYOFF TO II'/IVISTAR 
ADVANCE FROM COME!UWSBA 

w/off heyse kealin;: note 

>pri.L 911 •b• payment 
TAJINS FROH SBA 

•b• ••vmont 4198 
ADV PURCHASE OF CKEH!<:I" TI\NI<S 

ehovy s-10 plu #S98 
rae zrurchan of 2 chum tanks 

SIA PAYHENT 
6 tahks r~ sta~ling oil 
p\pin; for tank• 
ree 2 lwriz sto!"'age tanks 

REC PROCEEDS ON SAL c OF •5~05 

AIC DloT ON C.,. Z233 & JE 163~ 
COR TO AOTUAI. 



1. 

I ' 

I , 
. I 

' 

j, 
I 

JUN 30 1999 17=15 FR PLUNKETT & COONEY 
06/29/99 02:44 FAX 

248 901 4040 TO 913128860747 P.09/l2 

. '\ .'7 

'lf BORROWER'S AUTHORIZATION 

DATE: Fetlflli!N J') 199B 

I (we) hereby authorize and direct Comerica Bank ("BanK') to pay 

SEE ATTACHED SCHEDUlE "A" 

$ to 

$ to 

$ to 

$ to 

$ to 

s to 

cf the proceeds of my (our) loan from the Bank. evidenced by a note in the original principal amount 
of $600,000.00, dated February 17, 1see. 

Borrower(s): Sybill, Inc., a Michigan Corporation, ii!lld Nave, Inc .. a Miehlgan Corporation 

Pre$ident 

Its: President 

(MISCELLISYB.BOR) 
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SCH!il)UU:: "A" 
AfW:Mu::ll'E to Bawawcr' m Aufharizatiofl. 

SYBlLL,lNC. AND NA VE,lNC. 

SubP""!!"'''h N...,ofPII)ICC n ... and Amouot of!'&ym<:lll Purpo>O 

8.09 Sybill, !no:. and N••c.lnc:. :1117198 Sl6.Si9.!T.l TllOdeiAecoums R<cciwble 

8.0~ com.n ... 81111k 2/17198 $2114,672.03 P>Y of!'blids< Joan. 
11.10 Nm>tarr,.,.,;a~ c..-p. :1.117198 $Sl,4Sl,48 l'ayoft" 
B.IO Bulldog Boil.r R=tolo. Ltd. 2.(11 J9B $36,D7G.98 Pll)loll" 

B.IO Ford Me""' Cn:dit C.. l/17 198 $38;>43.46 l'ayolf 
B.lO So~rh-.MichigOII State~ 2117198 $~,:!84.13 Pay of!' 

C!<dit Uniao 
B. I<! U.S. Small B1.1$in•,.~• 2117198 S!4;50D.OO Glwanty fa:" 
B.ll Comerica Bllllk 2/17198 s lj/5.2.00 Closing com• 

Bal>neo Uodisb.....t S!l~,OOD.OO 

(MISCELL\SYB-SCH.A) 
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> -

lOANSETTLEMENTSTATSYENT 

BORROW'el'l: iiYEIIt.t, INC. AND NAW. INC .. 

ucc: S~>:>rcl'l Fee 

UCC:-1 Filing Fae 

Other Filing Fees- TR.11's (2S) 

Credit Repol1 

Ac.,ounts: Re<l!ivable 1\udit Fe .. 

Appraisal Fee 

l:quipmentAPPiil.is<ll ree 

lllortgage Title lnsu1!31tc;e Policy 

F'ee 

Packaging fe., 

Loan Fee 

Document """paraticn Fee 

fload Hazard 

Tax Serviee Fee 

Artid::s of Organ~tion ··. 

SlliA Gua,...nly fee 

mtemr to :ml9a 

Cha111e t" Account''----...,------

l'al/ll'lent 11y Cheek 11'---...,-------

o:lrnl;$ler.>~obao""-"1ng 
(WiiSCEU.\SVB.LO") 

- .-o 

·. ' . 

s 34.00 

$ 55";00 

$ 275.00 

.. ' 

s 1S.S.ca 

$ 500,00 I 

$ 
,• .. 
-. 36..00 
., .. " 

s . . 48.00 

s 14,$00:o(l 

$ 

... 

President 

P.li/12 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENT .Ill PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGIONS 

77 WEST JIICKSON BOUUEVII.RD 
CHICAGO. IL 00504-3590 

'· 
AE:Pi,.Y'I'OTHE Alf!;NTION OF: 

JIIN Z519U 

BY fACSIMILE ONLY 

Sybi 11, Inc. 
c/o: Richard D. Connors, Esq. 
P 1 unc:kett & Cooney 
SOS ~ Woodward Avenue 
Suite 3000 
'Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 4830~ 

C-HJ 

ll.e: U.S. EPA v, Syl:lill, lnc, #5-RCRA-Oll.-96 
Follow up to telephone request for additional financial 
documentation 

Dear Mr. Connors: 

This letter is to memorialize my telephone message of this 
mornipg, Friday, June 25, 1999.· As I indicated in my message, 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency RCRA Financial 
Analyst in our caee has indicated that it will aid his 
understanding of the counter-proposal and assertions that were 
raised by Sybill, Inc. on June 9, 1993, if he can review a copy 
ot the United States small Business Administration checK for 
$600,000 which was awarded to Sybill, Inc. 

The•efcre, it would be in your client's interest to send a copy 
of the check in question as soon as is possible. 

If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at 
312/886-66] 3. 

s~ce~e yt1'ours, 
/?L. '( ,_.,__,_ tt!l.-
Torn T ner 
Staff Attorney 
U.S. EPA - Region 5 

cc: aryan Holtrop, RCRA Enf. (DRE-9Jl 

JUN 25 1999 l?:jj PRI:iE. 02 



In the Matter of 

Sybil, Inc., 

UNITED STATES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATOR 

) 
) 
) Docket No. 5-RCRA-011-98 
) 
) 
) 

Respondent ) 

Order Of Designation 

Chief Administrative Law Judge Susan L. Biro, Environmental Protection Agency, 
Washington, D.C., is hereby designated as the Administrative Law Judge to preside in this 
proceeding under Sections 3008(a)(l) of the Resource Conservation and Recovery, as amended, 42 
U.S.C. § 6928(a)(l) and pursuant to the Consolidated Rules of Practice Governing the 
Administrative Assessment of Civil Penalties and the Revocation or Suspension ofPermits, 40 CFR 
Part 22 .. 

Dated: April 16, 1999 
Washington, D.C. 

Chief Administrative Law Judge 



In the Matter of Sybil, Inc., Respondent 

Docket No. 5-RCRA-011-98 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that the foregoing Order of Designation, dated Aprill6, 1999 was sent this day in 

the following manner to the addressees listed below: 

Original by Regular Mail to: 

Copy by Regular Mail to: 

Attorney for Complainant: 

Attorney for Respondent: 

Dated: April 16, 1999 
Washington, DC 

Sonja R. Brooks 
Regional Hearing Clerk 
U.S. EPA 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Thomas Turner, Esquire 
Assistant Regional Counsel 
U.S. EPA 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Richard D. Connors, Esquire 
Plunkett & Cooney, P.C. 
505 N. Woodward Avenue, Suite 3000 

Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 

n1dJ~ ~is -h-w 
Maria Whiting-B'eale 
Legal Staff Assistant 



IN THE MATTER OF: 

Sybil, Inc. 

UNITED STATES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATOR 

Docket No. 5-RCRA-011-98 

Respondent 

ORDER RECOMMENDING TERMINATION OF ALTERNATIVE 
DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCESS AND TRANSFERRING CASE 

TO LITIGATION DOCKET 

On January 7, 1999, this case was placed on the Alternative Dispute Resolution Docket (ADRI in order for the parties to attempt to facilitate a settlement of this proceeding. The ADR status was scheduled to automatically terminate on March 8, 1999. Given the fact that the parties were continuing settlement negotiations, the undersigned allowed an extension of time in order for the parties to file a fully executed Consent Agreement and Consent Order (CACO). 

Despite the time extension and the parties assertions that they are continuing negotiations, a settlement does not appear to be forthcoming before the expiration of ADR status for this case. Therefore, the undersigned recommends that the ADR process be terminated and this case be reassigned to a trial Judge for litigation. The parties are encouraged to continue their settlement efforts and notify the reassigned litigation Judge of any pending CACO's prior to the filing of pre-hearing exchange materials. 

Ap r ved: 

/::c;.~ 
Law Judge Administrative Law Judge 

Date: 'i-ILf-1'1 ----'----'---'-

I 

I 
i ; 



NAME OF RESPONDENT: Sybil, Inc. 
DOCKET NUMBER: 5-RCRA-011-98 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that the original of this ORDER RECOMMENDING TERMINATION 
OF AL TERc"'A TIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCESS AND TRANSFERRING CASE TO 
LITIGATION DOCKET are sent to the counsel for the complainant and counsel for the 
respondent on APRIL 15, 1999. 

Sonja Brooks 
Regional Hearing Clerk 
Region 5 - EPA 
77 West Jackson Blvd 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Thomas Turner, Esq. 
Assistant Regional Counsel 
Ot1ice of Regional Counsel 
Region 5 - EPA 
77 West Jackson Blvd 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

Richard D. Connors (P40749) 
Plunkett & Conney, P.C. 
Attorneys for Respondent Sybil, Inc. 
505 N. Woodward Ave., Ste 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 

Legal Staff Assistant 
To Judge Stephen J. McGuire 
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UI\IITED STATES EI\IVIROI\IMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REG!ON&--

APB 1 31999 

By Facsimile 

77 WEST JACKJON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF 

Sybill, Inc. 
c/o: Richard D. Connors, Esq. 
Plunkett & Cooney 
505 North Woodward 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 

C-14J 

Re: Sybill, Inc. Administrative Complaint and Compliance Order No. 5-RCRA-011-98 

Follow up to Telephone Message of Apnl12, 1999- Financial Information 

Dear Mr. Connors: 

This is a follow up and memorialization of my telephone message to you from Monday, April12, 

1999. In my telephone message, I indicated that the United States Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) had begun to review the contents of your mailing from last week (on behalf of 

Sybill, Inc.), that included financial information about Sybill that will supposedly support an 

assertion of a limited ability to pay the proposed administrative penalty in the above referenced 

case. However, as I further noted in my telephone message, the financial information supplied by 

Sybill is incomplete and does not meet the requirements that would allow EPA to perform a 

proper financial analysis, as noted in my previous letter on this matter dated February 17, 1999. 

(Copy enclosed). In order for EPA to make a full and proper assessment of the assertion of 

inability to pay raised by Sybill, EPA must still receive full copies of Sybill' s federal tax returns 

from 1994 through 1998, as well as Sybill' s 1998 audited financial statements. Obviously, the 

sooner Sybill can convey these documents to EPA, the sooner EPA will be able to perform a full 

financial evaluation of Sybil!' s assertion. 

Please contact me with any comments or questions that you might have. 

Sincerely yours, 

/L1~~ 
Tom Turner 
Assistant Regional Counsel 

Enclosure 

cc: ALJ Stephen McGuire 
t-J3-r1an Holtrop, US. EPA 

RCRA Enf (DRE-9J) 

Recycled/Recyclable· Pnnted with Veqetable Oil Based Inks on 50% Recycled Paper (20% Postconsumer) 
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m lilse• 
By Facsimile_and Regular Mail 

Sybill, Inc. 
c/o: Richard D. Connors, Esq. 
Plunkett & Cooney 
505 North Woodward 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 

RUIONS 
, 7 WEST JACKSOt< BOULEVARD 

CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

REPLY TO THE ATIENTION OF: 

C-14J 

Re: Sybill, Inc. Administrative Complaint and Compliance Order No. 5-RCRA-0 11-98 

Issue of Ability-to-Pay 

Dear Mr. Connors: 

Bryan Holtrop of our United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) RCRA 

Enforcement team has contacted the RCRA financial analyst and asked him to provide a list of 

documentation that he would need from your client, in order to properly analyze an Ability-to-Pay 

claim. 

The documents are as follows: l) Federal Tax Returns for Sybill, Inc,.for 1994 through and 

including 1998; 2) Audited Financial Statements for 1994 through and including 1998. (This 

would include the Income Statement, Balance Sheet, Statement of Cash Flows, CPA Audit 

Report, and CPA notes to the Financial Statements). 

I hope that this makes your client's information gathering easier. Please contact me with any 

questions at 312/886-6613. 

z:ly1uL~ 
Tom Turner 
Assistant Regional Counsel 

cc: B~n Holtrop, U.S EPA 
RCRA Enforcement (DRE-9J) 

Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper {40% Postconsumer) 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAl PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION5 

APR II 111M 

By Facsimile and Regular Mail 

Sybil!, Inc_ 
c/o: Richard D. Connors, Esq. 
Plunkett & Cooney 
505 North Woodward 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

AEPL Y TO THE ATTENTION OF: 

C-14J 

Re: Sybill, Inc. Administrative Complaint and Compliance Order No. 5-RCRA-011-98 

Proposed Change of Date from April 12, 1999, ADR meeting date 

Dear Mr. Connors: 

This letter is to memorialize the message that I left with your secretary (''Dawn") during the 

afternoon of Thursday, AprilS, 1999. Because the United States Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) has not yet received the specified manifest and financial information that was 

agreed upon at our last Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) conference telephone call for the 

above-referenced case (of February 26, 1999), and because the next scheduled call was for 

Monday, April 12, 1999, this afternoon I contacted ALJ McGuire's secretary (Ms. Shirley Smith-

202/564-6262) and requested that our Monday April 12, 1999 conference call be postponed until­

Monday, April 26, 1999 _ . This time frame should afford EPA enough time to accurately and 

properly consider any relevant information on waste material sent to Sybill (by manifest record) 

for the time in question, as well as hopefully allow EPA to make an analysis of the relevant Sybill 

financial records. If this arrangement and re-scheduled date is not suitable to you or your client, 

please contact me at once, so that we can arrange for a mutually convenient date with the ALJ' s 

secretary_ 

EPA is also somewhat concerned about an appearance of some disinterest on the part of Sybill, iQ. 

terms of producing the relevant information in support of the position asserted by Sybill, in a 

timely manner that allows EPA to give it due and proper consideration. EPA is committed to 

attempting successful resolution of our case through the ADR process. However, it is difficult to 

properly negotiate or reconsider positions originally asserted, when one does not receive 

promised information in a timely fashion. This may be something that we need to discuss. Please 

give some consideration to these matters. 

Recycled/Recyclable· Printed with Veqetable Oil Based Inks on 50% Recycled Paper (20% Postconsumer) 
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Please contact me with any questions or comments at 312/886-6613. 

Sincerely yours, 

L1~~ 
Tom Turner 
Assistant Regional Counsel 

cc: ALJ Stephen McGuire 

*Holtrop, U.S. EPA 
RCRA Enforcement (DRE-9J) 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAl PROTECTION AGENCY 

By Facsimile and Regular Mail 

Sybil!, Inc. 
c/o: Richard D. Connors 
Plunkett and Cooney 
505 N. Woodward, Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 

REGIONS 
77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 

CHICAGO, ll 60604-3590 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: 

C-14J 

Re: Sybill, Inc. Administrative Complaint under Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA), Docket Number 5-RCRA-011-98 

Dear Mr. Connors: 

As a follow up to our conference call of February 26, 1999, with your client (Sybil!) and the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (US. EPA) Administrative Law Judge (ALJ), 
US. EPA is providing the following comments to facilitate our request for additional information 
on the matter regarding Sybill (U.S. EPA Complaint, Docket Number 5-RCRA-011-98, dated 
September 24, 1999). This information should also facilitate any communications on the issue 
that the parties hold prior to the next scheduled call with the ALJ on March 18, 1999. 

U S. EPA has reviewed your letter dated February 25, 1999, responding to the 6 instances where 
Sybil! accepted used oil containing greater than 1000 ppm total halogens. In conjunction with 
that letter, US. EPA has also reviewed the documents from Sybill, dated February 22, 1999, 
transmitted under your cover letter, dated February 24, 1999. After careful review of all these 
documents, U.S. EPA has identified a number of discrepancies in those documents that limit US. 
EPA's ability to determine whether the information that Sybill has presented rebuts the 
presumption that Sybill accepted and treated used oil mixed with hazardous waste as identified by 
the analyses conducted on the following six (6) dates: 10/25/95, 8/12/96, 4/10/97, 6/24/97, 
10/7/97, and 1/15/98. 

In order to further evaluate these documents, Sybill should provide documentation to address the 
following discrepancies. 

GMC- Warren 
Sybill provided sample analysis for used oil accepted from the generator GMC - Warren, dated 
9/6/94, showing that the total halogen concentration was less than 1000 ppm, for the years 1995 
and 1997. However in an earlier submittal to US. EPA on this matter, Sybill submitted 
documentation that showed that during November 1998 used oil accepted from GMC- Warren 
was analyzed and shown to exceed 1000 ppm total halogens on 22 different occasions. Sybill 
should provide further documentation as to why (and when) the total halogen concentration of 
used oil accepted from GMC- Warren changed. 

Recyc!ed/Recyclab!e ~Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on tOO% Recycled Paper {40% Postconsumer) 
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Delphi - Livonia 
This same type of discrepancy applies to Delphi -Livonia. Sybill provided sample analysis for 

used oil accepted from the generator Delphi -Livonia, dated 115/96, showing that the total 

halogen concentration was less than 1000 ppm for the years 1996, 1997 and 1998. However in 

an earlier submittal to U.S. EPA on this matter, Sybill submitted documentation that showed that 

during November 1998 used oil accepted from Delphi- Livonia was analyzed and shown to 

exceed 1000 ppm total halogens on 2 different occasions. Sybill should provide further 

documentation as to why (and when) the total halogen concentration of used oil accepted from 

Delphi - Livonia changed. 

GMC -Flint 
Sybill provided a letter certifYing that used oil exceeding 1000 ppm total halogens accepted from 

GMC - Flint can be directly attributed to the chlorinated paraffins contained in the cutting oils. 

Sybill should provide MSDS sheets from GMC - Flint that show that the cutting oils are in fact 

the source of the chlorinated paraffins. 

Processing Records 
Sybill provided processing records to show that the used oil processed for the 6 dates in question 

can be attributed to only 5 generators. The processing records do not identifY any of the specific 

· generators attributed to being the generators at the time of the 6 instances. Sybill should provide 

their manifests of all waste shipments accepted by Sybil! for the I 0 days prior to each of the six 

instances. In addition, Sybil! should provide documentation as to which tanks each shipment was 

processed through. Sybill should also provide documentation that shows from which tanks the 

sample analyses were taken for the 6 instances. Finally, Sybil! should provide documentation as 

to the total halogen concentration for the generators shown to have contributed to the used oil in 

the tank(s) involved in the sampling of the 6 instances. For each generator shown to have 

contributed oil to those tanks, Sybill should provide sampling analyses of the generator's waste 

stream. In addition, where the generator's sampling analyses exceeds I 000 ppm total halogens, 

Sybil! should provide either an FOO I and F002 pollutant analysis or knowledge of the process 

waste stream from the generator (e.g., MSDS sheets) to rebut the presumption that the used oil 

was not mixed with hazardous waste. 

Analytical Records for the 6 incidents 
For the six incidents (10/25/95, 8/12/96, 4/10/97, 6/24/97, 10/7/97, and 1/15/98), Sybil! should 

provide documentation to show from which tanks the sample analysis were taken and how they 

are correlated to the incoming used oil accepted by Sybil!. 
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Please let me know if you have any questions about this request for further information or about 
this matter in general. I can be reached at (312) 886-6613 or, for technical matters you may 
contact Bryan Holtrop, RCRA Enforcement at (312) 353-5103. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~<----~ 
Tom Turner 
Assistant Regional Counsel 

cc: t4n Holtrop, RCRA Enf (DRE-9J) 
ALJ Stephen J. McGuire 
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By Facsimile and Regular Mail 

Sybill, Inc. 
c/o: Richard D. Connors, Esq. 
Plunkett & Cooney 
505 North Woodward 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 

77 WEST JACKSot, BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: 

C-14J 

Re: Sybil!, Inc. Administrative Complaint and Compliance Order No. 5-RCRA-011-98 
Issue of Ability-to-Pay 

Dear Mr. Connors: 

Bryan Holtrop of our United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) RCRA 
Enforcement team has contacted the RCRA financial analyst and asked him to provide a list of 
documentation that he would need from your client, in order to properly analyze an Ability-to-Pay 
claim. 

The documents are as follows: 1) Federal Tax Returns for Sybill, Inc,.for 1994 through and 
including 1998; 2) Audited Financial Statements for 1994 through and including 1998. (This 
would include the Income Statement, Balance Sheet, Statement of Cash Flows, CPA Audit 
Report, and CPA notes to the Financial Statements). 

I hope that this makes your client's information gathering easier. Please contact me with any 
questions at 312/886-6613. 

Si7rely yours, 

/;L_ :/ <----err: 
Tom Turner 
Assistant Regional Counsel 

cc:4an Holtrop, U.S. EPA 
RCRA Enforcement (DRE-9J) 

Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper (40% Postconsumer) 



,. . 
October 23, 1998 

Mr. Bryan Holtrop 

3345 Greenfield Road, Melv indale, Michigan 48122 
Telephone: (313) 382-9701 Facsimile: (313) 382-9764 

Enforcement & Compliance Assurance Branch (DRE-95) 
USEP A - Region 5 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 

RE: WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN- 9G-EWHESJ- Jt±itt~ '"""'~ 
Dear Mr. Holtrop: 

As requested w ithin your "Complaint and Compliance Order" dated September 
24, 1998, SRS Environmental has enclosed a Waste Management Plan for your 
review. SRS understands that you will conduct a review of this document a nd 
req uest revisions, if necessary. Within thirty (30) days of your review, SRS will implement our management plan . 

Also, requested in your order, SRS wi ll provide 90 day analysis as described to 
your office within 120 days. SRS is making certification that its current notificatio n of regulated waste activity{EDA Form 8700-12) is still true, accurate and 
complete. 

~_written closur§_plan f~r hazard~us waste management units is not required by SRS based on our notification of regulated waste activity. Enclosed for your review, new a nalysis conducted by Rouge Steel shows HEXACHLOROBUTADIENE below regulatory limits. 

If you sho uld have any additio nal questions or concerns, please c a ll me directly at 313-841-6445. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Gary D. Berndt, CHMM 
Compliance Officer 

pc: Richard Connors, Plunkett & Cooney 
Jim Helvey, Plant Manager, SRS Environmental 
V. C. Madias. Presid ent, SRS Environmental 

P.O. Box 5006, Dearborn , Michigan 4 8128 



WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

DRAFT 

A. USED OIL ACCEPTED 

B. RECLAIMED/USED OIL SHIPMENTS 
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A. USED OIL ACCEPTED 



A. USED OIL/WASTE ACCEPTED 

In order to provide environmentally sound non-hazardous waste stream processing services and to meet 
governmental agencies requirements. SRS Environmental has established the following process plan for 
accepting any waste stream for treatment at our facility. 

Step 1: Actions of the Generator 

Collect a physical sample of each waste type. Analyze the sample. complete and sign the 
"Generator Waste Characterization Report" for each waste type. See attached sample. 

Submit the physical sample(s) and the1corresponding reportj.s) to SRs Environmental. S.ee 
attachment A. c 0-L< v;·- ,J '-'-' :1- -~ 'T' (;"/ (' -~ -?. v Y '"'- . ·:;; 1-""-

1'" -t+."'A-
step 2: Waste Stream Review and Approval 

SRS's staff chemists will analyze each sample submitted and will compare the test results to the 
guidelines as shown in the attached "Waste Stream Specification Sheet". The Generator will be 
notified within two (2) working days of approval or rejection of the waste stream. 

For all waste streams tested. reviewed and accepted, SRS retains the sample and report on file. 
It is strongly recommended that the Generator also retain a sample and report for their files. 

Step 3: Deliver Waste Stream for Treatment 

SRS personnel will remove one ( 1) quart of the waste stream for ·• Fing.erprint" testing. These test 
results [see attache'd "Fingerprint" form) will be compared to the specifications as provided in 
the "Generator Waste Characterization Report". The waste stream will be accepted for 
processing it the "Fingerprint" sample is a close match. If the sample is not a match. rejection 
of the waste stream ·,s possible. Note: The "Fingerprint" sample w·ill be analyzed for color. pH, 
flash point. odor, oil/water ratios and chlorine. 

Per Act 451 in the State of Michigan. a completed Manifest or Bill of Lading is required with 
each load of waste stream delivered to the SRS facility. Prior to accepting the waste stream. 
SRS personnel must validate that these documents are complete and signed by the generator. 

SRS personnel off-load the waste stream into our processing system and release the transporter. 
SRS maintains logbooks for all incoming waste streams. These logbooks include date, time-in, 
time-out. generator name, and volume of waste stream delivered. These logbooks are 
transcribed into our computer database for tracking and long term record keeping. 

Step 4: Process the Waste Stream 

SRS's proprietary process utilizes heat and chemicals to treat the waste stream into water which 
can be safely discharged into the municipal system, oil which can be recycled and sludge 
products which can be safely disposed of into landfills. All aspects of the process are 
monitored and logged. Extensive chemical tests are run and compliance to regulations is 
assured. 

SRS Environmental has developed this process plan and totally enforces its components. Our goal in 
stringently following this process plan is to safeguard the environment, our clients and ourselves. As a 
Generator. you can help in this goal by adhering to this process plan. Thank You! 



Start 
Approval Process 

Sample Arrives at SRS and must include: 
1. Quart(s) sample Waste 
2. Waste Characterization Form 

Ideally, Sample should include: 
.,._ __ -.._ Characterization 

F9[1)l ____ _ 
3. Customer supplied Lab Analysis 

Data from Waste Characterization Form is 
entered into Log Book and into Computer 

Database. Quart Samples are labeled with: 
Date, Customer Name, Generator Name, 

Wastestream Description, and Waste 
Characterization Form Number 

Lab Analysis 
Provided By 

Customer 
? 

YES 

Evaluate Sample for : 
1. Meets SRS requirements 
2. Treatability 
3. Recovery Potential 

NO 

Lab 
Analysis 

Enter Data into Log Book and Database 

Accept 
Waste Stream 

? 

YES 

NO 

Assign SRS Approval Number, Inform Sales I 
Customer, Update Logbook and Database, 

Store labeled sample(s) 

End Approval Process 

l.._ ' ' ..._ _ _.,, Lab Analysis : 
' ' ' ' I ----~,; 

lab Analysis 
to be run 
by SRS 

? 

? 

YES 

Send to Lab 
and run 
Analysis 

NO 

NO 

Material rejected. Enter 
into Log Book and into 

Database. lnfonn Sales I 
Customer of reason(s) 

? 

YES 

SRS ENVIRONMENTAL 

SOP 52797: Waste Stream Approval Process 

Rev: 00001: Issue Date: 1/1/97 
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Attachment A: Waste Stream Specification Sheet 

All samples of waste submitted for treatment at the SRS Environmental facility, shall 
conform to the characteristics as outlined herein and shall be tested per the methods 
described so as to be classifiable as Non-Hazardous waste for treatment. These 
guidelines are in conformance to all federal, state, county, city and other applicable 
governing bodies or regulatory agencies. The guidelines are as follows: 

1. pH levels shall be no lower than 2 and no greater than 12.5. 

2. The flash point of the waste stream must be greater than 140 degrees F. 

3. Sulfide & Cyanide "reactivity" shall be determined and shall not exceed EPA 
maximums (Cyanide max.= 250 PPM, Sulfide max.= 500 PPM). 

4. PCB "Total" shall not exceed the EPA limit of 0.50 PPM. 

5. TCLP "Metals" including zinc and nickel shall be determined per EPA 13111 
extraction method and shall not exceed respective EPA maximum allowable 
concentration. 

6. TCLP Volatile organics shall be determined using method 80 I 0/8020 and shall not 
exceed respective EPA limits. 

7. Semi-volatile organics shall be determined using method 8270 and shall not exceed 
respective EPA limits. 

8. Pesticide and Herbicide TCLP Leachates shall be determined using method 8150 
and all respective levels shall not exceed the EPA maximum levels. 

9. Chlorinated TCLP Leachates will be determined using method 8080 and all levels 
shall not exceed EPA maximum levels. 

10. Industrial waste streams will also require total halogenated levels with oil present. 

11. Testing methods to include the following: 
A. SW-846/MAC R 299.9805(2) [40 CFR 279.10 (b) (I) (ii)] 
B. Client must provide a rebuttal presum~tion fj"r .u:"'~. oil .s:ont0 in.ir;g .flare t\J'an 

1000 ppm total halogens. of CliV' .,,,,.,.~. ··.tv···t.,. •q ,. " • !' 
.f. ' ' 



SRS ENVIRONMENTAL N? 1316 

GENERATOR WASTE CHARACTERIZATION REPORT 
Annual Re-certification Form: Previous approval No. __ _ 

Note: Separate report required for each waste stream. 
Sample must be provided, tested and pre-approved 

1. GENERA TOR INFORMATION 

USEPA ID # ________ _ 
Company Name __________________ __ 

Company Address ---------------­
City, State, Zip-----------­
Contact----------------------­
Telephone ( ) - --------

2. BILLING INFORMATION 
( If different than above) 

Company Name _________________ _ 
Company Address ________________ _ 
City, State, Zip---------­
Contact ----,,--,------------------­
Telephone ( ) - ----------

3. TRANSPORTER INFORMATION 

USEPAID# ___ ~----------
CompanyName __________________ _ 

Company Address--------------­
City, State, Zip---------­
Contact --,--,------------------­
Telephone ( ) . --------

4. SHIPPING INFORMATION 

USEPA Hazardous Yes No 
USEPA Hazardous Waste Code ___ _ 
DOT Shipping Name 
Hazardous Class ----,.,U.,-N'"'IN'"'A-:-:#:----
Shipment Method Bulk Drums 
=-:--:-- Other (describe) 
Shipping Frequency __ per _____ _ 

Qty Frequency 

5. SPECIAL HANDLING INFORMATION 

Accept Reject 

Approval or Re-Certification No. 

6. WASTE CHARACTERIZATION 

Waste Common Name -=----,-..,---­
Description of Process Generating Waste: 

Has Sample Been Collected & Submitted ? 

=--..,.,.------.,.-:;:-- Yes No 
Constituent Composition Information 
________ % % 

------------ % ------------% 
% % -------

::c:-----:----,--::-:-----% % 
Physical Characteristics ( at 70 F) 
Color -;::--;----...,..,---,..-,----:oc--:--

Solid Liquid ____ Sludge 
Free Liquids Yes No 
If Liquid or Sludge- % of Solids-----,-,-
Multi Layered Yes ___ No 
Specific Gravity __ ._ Flashpoint*:-::---­
Open Cup* Closed Cup pH __ 
Halogens: Less than 1000 ppm 
If greater than 1000 ppm, Generator must rebut the 
presumption that this waste stream is hazardous. 
Check Other CharacteristicsThat Apply: 
_ Reactive __ Explosive __ Shock 
Cyanide __ PPM Sulfide PPM 
EPToxic or TCLP ___ PCB's PPM 

• Attach test resufts and all supporting analysis. 

==-:- This waste is non-hazardous under 
US EPA and State of Michigan regulations. 

7. AUTHORIZATION (Signature Required) 

I certify that the information on this form is complete 
and factual to the best of my knowledge. I further 
certify that this waste stream HAS I HAS NOT 
changed either in process _ and/or in chemical 
compositionlcontent ___ per 40 CFR 265.13 (a)(J)(i) 
rt this is a re-certification of a previously approved 
waste stream. 

Signature-----------::-....,.---------
Titlo _______ Date 

Comments: 

Signature 

Administration: 3345 Gr.eenfield Road, Melvindale, Michigan 48122 Telephone: (313) 382-9701 



Current Date 

X 

X 

X 

Dear Mr.: 

Attachment B: Profile Up-date 

Please complete enclosed Generator Waste Characterization Annual Amendment 
Form(s) for the following waste stream(s). 

Current Approval Numbers 

If you should have any questions or concerns during the completion of these/th"ts 
form(s). please call me directly at 313-841-6445. Also, for your review I have enclosed 
a copy of your last characterization form. 

Sincerely, 

Gary D. Berndt, CHMM 
Compliance Officer 
SYBILL, INC. d/b/a SRS Environmental 

pc: V. C. Madias, President, Sybil!, Inc. d/b/a/ SRS Environmental 
James Helvey, Plant Manager, Sybil!, Inc. d/b/a SRS Environmental 



Waste Stream Fingerprint Test 

Date: Time: 

Generator: ____________________________________________ __ 

Transporter:---------------------------­
Sampled By:---------------------------

Description of Waste Stream: ____________________ _ 

Chemical Analysis 

Flashpoint ____ __ pH __ _ Oil ______ Water _____ __ 

Reactivity ________ _ Solids ________ __ Rag _________ __ 

Chlorine 

Other _________________________________ _ 

Tested By: _____________ _ Signature: _________________ __ 

Date: 

****************************************************************************** 

RESULTS 

load Accepted - in spec _________ _ 

load Rejected - out of spec _________ _ 



B. RECLAIMED/USED OIL SHIPMENTS 



As a used oil/reclamation facility, SRS is required to insure that its outbound oil 
products meet certain standards as outlined within this management plan. 

A. SRS will continue to test its outbound oil held in bulk storage on a monthly 
basis. Refer to attachment # l. 

B. Monthly test shall also include "F-Scan" testing per EPA methods and 
procedures. 

C. SRS will continue to test each outbound load of oil for chlorine. 
D. If halogen testing results show that oils conta'1n greater than I ,000 PPM total 

halogens, SRS must demonstrate that oils are non-hazardous. Refer to 
attachment # l. 

E. Prior to collecting composite samples for monthly analysis. tank 4 will be 
mixed overnight. SRS feels that collecting samples from;ank 4 will be more 
representative of our outbound oil products. I 

F. Documentation of test results shall be maintained O(long with transpsrt 
records. ·· · · 

~n::;---':'..':"~A--< ··,~:-:_..:.:,-;z_/' 

'i)i V)- ;A•. >'·' -·'--



SPECIFICATIONS FOR USED OIL RECLAIMED FOR ENERGY RECOVERY 

PARAMETERS 

Arsenic 
Berylium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Flash Point 
Total Halogens 
PCB 
Sulfur (%) 
BS&W (%) 
Ash(%) 
BTU/GAL 

SPECIFICATION* 

<5 ppm 
<5 ppm 
<2 ppm 
<10 ppm 
<50 ppm 
<10 ppm 
<0.2 ppm 

i'\ /'j ;,, 
<5 ppm /. 
>1.41 degre/sF f7V'··cA~"-
<4000 ppm** 
<1 ppm 
< 1% @ 18,000 BTU/LB 
<2.5% 
<2% 
> 140,000 

* Unless otherwise noted, values are expressed as totals. 

** Pursuant to hazardous regulations (R299.9805(2)), if greater than 1,000 ppm, total 
halogens, the used oil is presumed to be hazardous. A pe.rson may rebut the 
presumption of the used oil fuel from being a hazardous waste through analysis 
which demonstrate that the used oil does not contain significant concentrations 
of halogenated hazardous constituents that are listed in 40 CFR Part 261, 
Appendix VIII. 

Adequate documentation must be maintained to ensure these standards have been 
met and this documentation shall be maintained at both the reclamation facility and 
the burner. 

The Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) will accept compliance 
with this guidance as compliance with Part 121 of the Natural Resources And 
Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451. as amended (NREPA). However, there are 
other methods available for compliance with Part 121 of NREPA. The MDEQ is not 
advocating any particular method for achieving such compliance. 

Attachment #1 



SRS ENVIRONMENTAL 

GENERATOR WASTE CHARACTERIZATION REPORT 
Annual Re-certification Form: Previous approval No. __ _ 

Note: Separate report required for each waste stream. 
Sample must be provided, tested and pre-approved 

1. GENERATOR INFORMATION 

us EPA 10 # ~n r b f!~n32 C/J 1 
Company Name.>W!U6 ~ 31~ L C.OVI'i.h~ 
Company Address :?n(J! (11,'/k 12 16JJ 
City, State ,¥;ip l2rar !J.,e tJ, !>?I 
Contact (lllAR;iP.r !!J,f3'"tJ 
Telephone (JIJ)- '--1 1 

• /<.7T 

2. BILLING INFORMATION 
( If different than above) 

Company Name ___________ ___ 

Company Address -----------­
City, State, Zip--------------­
Contact ---,---,-----------------­
Telephone ( ) - -----------------

3. TRANSPORTER INFORMATION 

USEPA 10 #I'\ l'D '1 g SSG, 7 8 n 
Company Name :5\?.S EN v 'Ql:)l'-i !AE"<Ia 1.­

Company Address -::<, ~ 4 ::0, 0?-U •-1 f' \ ';_ Cb 
City, State, Zip IV...f:LU I N'[:DLl., I" I "'\'2; \:f-2-­
Contact ~'<. y u. ]3ffi.>-l"LY\ 
Telephone (31";)- '6"'< l - C> <:\ 4 S> 

4. SHIPPING INFORMATION 

USEPA Hazardous Yes X No 
USEPA Hazardous Waste Code ' 614 
DOT Shipping Name "Ttirvhfrn M.//11JMTc d.'/ fir 
Hazardous Class UN/NA # 
Shipment Method X. Bulk Drums 
=-:---:-- Other (describe) 
Shipping Frequency~~ per ;p:/zw 

Qty Frequency 

5. SPECIAL HANDLING INFORMATION 

__ c.._ __ Accept Reject 

Approval or Re-Certification No. ~~ ·-... 

6. WASTE CHARACTERIZATION 

Waste Common Name TP>N.I:Ei-t t-'1\l.-l ~ Otl­
Oescription of Process Generatin,g Waste: 

5788.!.. ae; I 1)'/Fi""'f•rc/111~ 

Has Sampi;,.Been Collected & Submitted ? 

-=---.,--"v-::--- Yes No 
Constituent Composition Information 
£h;~fo, % ______ % 

4 f.o../. % % 7-fi',;..u, !;tJ % ______ % 
/vlhl7 % % 

---;--,-::-::-=---­
Physical Ch !!)'lCterist~s ( at 70 F) 
Color ,; /urJ1!/ 

Solid Liquid_ _Sludge 
Free Liquids Yes No 
If Liquid or Sludge- % of Solids-----:-:­
Multi Layered - Yes N9, 
Specific Gravity i':),J Flashpoint• >!yO "F 
Open Cup• Closed Cup pH--.::::::._ 
Halogens: Less than 1000 ppm / 
If greater than 1000 ppm, Generator must rebut the 
presumption that this waste stream is hazardous. 
Check Other CharacteristicsThat Apply: 
_ Reactive __ Explosive __ Shock 
Cyanide __ PPM Sulfide PPM 
EPToxic or TCLP __ PCB's PPM 

* Attach test resutts and all supporting analysis. 

/ This waste is non-hazardous under 
US EPA and State of Michigan regulations. 

7. AUTHORIZATION (Signature Required) 

I certify that the infonnation on this form is complete 
and factual to the best of my knowledge. I further 
certify that this waste stream HAS I HAS NOT 
changed either in process _ and/or in chemical 
compositionlconten ___ per 40 CFR 2&5.13 (a)(3)(i) 
if this is a re-ce · ·on of a previous! aj:Jproved 

Administration: 3345 Greenfield Road, Melvindale, Michigan 48122 Telephone: (3131382-9701 . ' 



CONFIDENTIAL ~:lGlO Newburgh Road 
Livonia, Michigan 48~50 

(313)591-1855, Fax (313)591-3331 

ANALYTICAL REPORT 
March .20, ~.998 

ECE 
200 River Front Drive 
Detroit, MI 48226 

Project Name: Rouge Steel Co. 
Project Number: n/a 

sample Description: waste Rolling solution 
Collection Date: 03/19/98 

Parameters Results 

Organo-Chlorine P••ticicieOI/PCB• 
Aldrin ND 
alpha-BHC ND 
beta-BHC ' ND 
gamma-BHC (Lindane) ND 
delta-BHC ND 
Chlordane ND 
4,4 1 -DDD ND 
4,4'-DDE ND 
4,4'-DD'r 'ND 
Dieldrin ND 
Endosulfan I ND 
Endosulfan II ND 
Endosulfan sulfate ND 
Endrin ND 
Endrin aldehyde ND 
Endrin ketone ND 
Heptachlor ND 
Heptachlor epoxide ND 
Methoxychlor ND 
Toxaphene ND 
PCB -Arochlor 1016' ND. 
PCB -1\.rochlor 122~ ND 
PCB -Arochlor 1232 ND 
PCB -Arochlor 1242 ND 
PCB -Aroch.lor 1240 ND 
PCB -Arochlor 1254 ND 
PCB -Arqchlor 1260 ND 
PCB -Arochlor 1262 ND 

Date Extracted,03/20/98 

trnito 

ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
ppm 
Surrogate 

MEI Report NumbBr' 4604 
MEI Sample Number:013610 

-·~"'"' ·- ·'"\f:.c;·.·_r_· 

Date Submitted< 03/19/98 
~ciu,.-s~· Order: n/a 

Analysis 
MOL Method Date 

0.0025 8080 03/20/98 
0. 0025 8080 03/:Z0/98 
0.0025 8080 03/20/98 
0.0025 8080 03/20/98 
0. 0025 8080 03/20/98 
0.02 8080 03/20/98 
0.0025 8080 03/20/98 
0.0025 8080 03/20/98 
0.0025 8080 03/20/98 
0.0025 8080 03/20/98 
0.0025 8080 03/20/98 
0.0025 808'0 03/20/98 
0.0025 8080 03/20/98 
0.0025 8080 03/20/98 
0.0025 8080 03/20/98 
0.0025 8080 03/20/98 
0.0025 9080 03/20/99 
0.0025 8080 03/20/98 
0.05 8080 03/20/90 
1.50 8080 03/20/98 
0.50 8080 03/20/98 
0.50 8080 03/20/98 
0.50 8080 03/20/98 
0.50 8080 03/20/98 
0.50 Oo8o 03/20/,8 
0.50 8090 03/20/98 
0.50 9000 03/20/98 
0.50 aoeo 03/20/98 

Recovery: Tatrachloro-m-ylene 

~ 

Analyst 

JPM 
.lDM 
.:rilM 
.:rilM 
Ja4 

.roM 
UDM 
.:rilM 
JDM 
.:rilM 
JDM 
.:rilM 

JDM 

JDM 
JDM 
JDM 
JDM 
JDM 
JDM 

JDM 
JDM 
JDM 
JDM 
JDM 
JDM 

JDM 
.JDM 
JDM 

77t 

I ,, 
I! 

II 
!I 
I' 



March 20. 1998 

KCE 
200 River Frone D~ive 
Petroit, ~I 48226 

Project Name: Rouge Steel Co. 

Project ~umber: n/a 

Sample Description: RO 60 
Collection D~te: 03/19/98 

Parameters 

Org&no-c:hl.orine l>••U.c:l.dea/PCB• 
Aldrin 
alpha-BHC 
bet.o-BHC 
!j'atmna-BHC (Lindace) 

delta-BHC 
Chlordane 
4,4'-DDD 
4,4'-DDE 
4,4 1 -DDT 
Dieldrin 
Bndo.,ulfan I 

'Endosulfan II 
Endoaulfan sulfate 
llndrin 

Endrin aldehyde 
Ell.drin ketone . 
Hepta.c~lOr 
Heptachlor epoxide 
Metlloxychlor 
Toxaphene 
PCB -Arochlor 1016 
PCB -Arochlor l.n1 
PCB -Arochlor 1232 
PCB -Arochlor 1242 
PCB -Arochlor 1248 
PCB -Arochlor l.254 
PCB -.Arochlor J.260 
PCB -Arochlor 1262 

' 

CONFIDENTIAL 1:2610 ~ewbursh Road 
Livonia, lolichiga.n 48150 

(313)591-1855, Fax (313)591-3331 

ANALYTICAL REPORT 

Reaults Units 

in Wa.ter 
NO ppm 
NO ppm 
NO ppm 
NO ppm 
ND ppm 
NO ppm 
NO ppm 
NO ppm 
NO ppm 
NO ppm 
NO ppm 
NO ppm 
NO ppm 
NO ppm 
NO ppm 
NO ppm 
NO ppm 
NO ppm 
NO ppm 
NO ppm 
ND ppm 
NO ppm 
ND ppm 
ND ppm 
ND ppm 
ND ppm 
ND ppm 
ND ppm 

MEI Raport Number: 4604 

MEI Sampla Number: 013608 

Date Subndtted: 03/19/98 

Purchase Order: n/a 

Analysis 
NOL Method Pate 

0.0025 8090 03/20/98 

0.0025 8080 03/20/98 

0.0025 8080 03/20/98 

0.0025 9080 OJ/20/99 

0.0025 8080 . 03/20/98 
0.020 8080 03/20/98 

0.0025 8080 03/20/98 

0.0025 8080 03/20/99 
0.0025 8080 03/20/98 

o:oo2s 8080 03/20/98 

0. 0025 8080 03/20/'98 

0.0025 8080 03/20/98 

0.0025 8090 03/20/98 
0. 0025 8080 oJno/98 

0.0025 8090 03/20/98 

0. 0025 8080 03/20/98 

0. 0025 8080 03/2.0/98 

0.0025 9080 03/20/98 

0.0025 8080 03/20/98 

1.50 8080 03/20/99 

0.50 8080 03/20/98 

0.50 8080 03/20/98 
0.50 8080 03/;t0/98 

0.50 8080 03/20/98 

0.50 8080 03/:1.0/98 

0.50 8080 03/20/~8 

0.50 9090 03/20/98 
0.50 8080 03/20/98 

Analyst 

.:roM 

.JDM 

JDM 

JDM 
.JDM 

.JDM 

JDM 

JDM 
JDM 

JDM 

JDM 

JDM 
JDM 
.:roM 
JDM 
.:roM 

JDM 

JDM 

JDM 
JDM 
.JDM 

JDM 
JDM 
JDM 
JDH 
JDM 
JDM 
. Ji:JM 

I 
! 
I 
I 
~ 



March :ZO, 1.998 

BCE 
200 River Front Drive 

Detroit, M! ~8226 

Project Name: Rouge Stee1 Cop 

Project Number: n/a 

Sample Description: RO 60 

Collection Date: 03/~9/98 

Parameters 

PCB -Arochlor 1268 

CONFIDENTIAL 12610 NewbUrgh Road 

Livonia, Michigan 48150 

(313)591-1855, Fax (313)591-3331 

ANALYTICAL REPORT 

Results unitfl 

ppm 

MEI Report Number: 4604 

!-lEI Sample Number: 01.3608 

Date Submitted: 0.3/1.9/98 

Purchase Order: n/a 

Analysis 
HDL Method Date 

0.05 8080 03/20/98 

Analyst 

JDM 

r 
t 

[ 



I D' PAGE 2/25 ragm ow rnutst~ay, Uctcber1!, 1!193 iZ27:ll PM 

22610 Newburgh Road 
Livoni~, Michig~~ 48150 (313)591-1855, Fax !313)591-3331 

ANALYTICAL REPORT 
Octobe~ 14, 1998 

~~vi=o~en~~ Ch~ical En~erpr~~es 200 Rive~fron~ Dri~e, Suite 2'0~ De~=o~tt MI {8226 

P~oject Name> Rouge S~eel P=oject Numb~~= n/a 

S~ple Desc~~pt~on: Tandem ~~~ Was~e Oil P~~ Collection Date: 10/07/98 

20 MONR MET.!U..S by = 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Cactm.tum 
C:..roroium 

>f>I*X 
...... aaei 
M~r~ury 

Selenium 
Si.lver 
Zinc 

lZCRA ~STICS ANALYSIS Igni tibili t y 
Corros£~ivity pH On~~s 
As Cya:nid~ 
A:3- Su.l..!id.e 

= 8l:M:t - VOU>Sr=s :FRACTION aexachlorobenzene 
2,4-D~nitrotolu~ne 
tlel:.achl ora.butad..i ene 
N'.i 'troben:ten-e 
2', 4 ~.6-T:richlo.rop.O.enol 
[ex~chloro~~hane 
?yridlne 
?entaahlorophenol 
)-c~esc-1 
l't-Cresol 
>-Cresol 
~~4~5-T~ichlorophenol 

= 'VOU:r:U.X: n<AC'OON rinyl c...'lloride: 
r"'"l:Z:ene 

·bon tet~.;..ct...J..oride 

ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
N::> 
ND 
ND 
NO 

>HO 
7.0 
-<:D.Ol 
19 -l 

l-ID 
No 
NO 
ND 
N) 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 

ND 
ND 
ND 

Units 

ng;:. 
mg/L 
mg/L 
m.g/L 
:og/L 
mg/L 
mg/L 
mg/L 
mg/L 
~g/I. 

Deg. F 
s. u. 
mg/L 
mg/L 

l:<g ;:. 
mg/!. 
mg/L 
::ng/L 
:mg/L 
J:>g/L 
::ng/L 
mg/L 
mg/L 
mg/:t. 
mg/L 
mg/L 

mg/1. 
l:tg/L 
:og/L 

M£! Repc=t Numbe=;Slll 
M£I S~?1e Nurobe~:0157C3 

Date Submitted:lD/07/98 
PurGhase Order: ~/a 

0.100 
20.00 
0.020 
5.00 
2.50 
0.30 
0~200 
0.500 
0.500 
2.00 

n/a 
nla 
0.01 
0.01 

0.10 
0.10 
0.10 
0.10 
0.10 
0.10 
0.10 
0.10 
0.10 
0.10 
0.10 
0.10 

0.025 
o.oz;; 
0.025 

Method 

7060 
7080 
7230 
7190 
7210 
7.;.:20 
7470 
7740 
7750 
7950 

10l0 
9045 
9010 
9030 

8270 
8270 
B270 
8270. 
8270 
8270 
8270 
8.270 
8270 
a:no 
8270 
8270 

8240 
8240 
S240 

Analy~is 
oat:e 

10/13/98 
10/13/98 
10/13/98 
10/13/98 
10/13/98 
10/l3/9B 
1.0/13/98 
10113/98 
10!13/98 
10/13/98 

10/14/98 
lD/14/96 
10/14/98 
10/14/98 

10/23/98 
:CO/l3/98 
10/13/99 
10/13/98 
10/13/98 
10/13/98 
10/13/98 
10/13/98 
10/B/98 
10/13/98 
10/1.3/98 
10/13/98 

10/lU:>S 
10/12/98 
10!12/98 

MLC 
MLC 
MLC 
MI.C 
MLC 
me 
MLC 
M!.C 
MLC 
MLC 

JDM 
SDM 
JDM 
0DM 

= JDM 
JDM 
JW 
JDM 
JDM 
.JDM 
JD>l 

JDM 
JDM 
JDM 



ID• PAGE 3/25 
l'a;ll7 of'll Trm~, Octnber!O, 1!!18 1U11!11'M . '' 

12<;10 l<ewburgh Road. 
Livonia, Michigan 48150 (313l591-1B55, Fax (313)591-3331 

ANALYTICAL :roi.:.i?ORT 

En~ironmental Ch~cal R~~e~ris~s 200 Riverfrco~ b:~ve~ Sui~e 2404 Detroit,~ 48226, 

~eject N~! Rouge Steel Project Numoer! n/a 

sample De~c~iption~ Tandem ~ll Waste Oil Pi~ Collection Date' 10/07/98 

Paz:-amete:.rs 

1~2-Di~~o~oethQne 
Trichloro~thyle~e 
1,1-Dichloroethylene 
~et=achloroethy~e~e 
~lorofonn 

~,4-Dicblorobenzene 
chlo:roben::ane 
Methyl ethyl ketone 

':!!CLP ~ci.cid.s 
chloraane 
Endri.n 
Heptac....l;,.lor 
HeptachlcL epoxide 
Lindane 
Methoxych.l or 
Toxaphene 

Results 

ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
N1) 

ND 

ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
t-IP 
ND 

Dnit.s 

mg/1.. 
:mg/L 
!ng/L 
n:q/L 
mg/L 
ro.qfL 
mg/L 
:mg/L 

mg/L 
mg/L 
mg/L 
mg/L 
mg/L 
mg/l. 
lll!J/L 

MEI Report Numbez:511l 
ME~ S~~le Number:Ol5<o3 

Date S~t~ed:l0/07/98 
~chase Order: n/a 

fl.nalys.i.s MDL Met: hod Date 

0.025 8240 10/12/98 0.025 82<0 10!12/98 0.025 8240 10/12/98 0.025 8240 10/12/98 0.025 8240 . 10/12/98 0.025 8240 10/~2/98 0.025 82~0 10/12/98 0.025 8240 10/12/98 

0.040 8080 10/13/98 0.004 BOBO 10113/98 0.004 8080 10fl3J9B o.oo. 8080 10/13/98 0.004 8080 10/13(98 
0.00~ 8080 10/13/!>8 
0.0~0 8090 10/13/~8 

P..eviewed By: -4-

Analyst 

Jl)M 

JPM 
-7DM 
JDM 
JPM 
.JDM 
.JDM 
.7DM 

!'ffi 
I'.H 
MI! 
Hll 
Ml! 
Ml! 
ME: 

I 

I 



A 
SRS 

iNVllt~NT.t.L 

« .. 

July 9, 1998 

3345 Greenfield Road, Melvindale, Michigan 48122 
Telephone: (313) 382-9701 Facsimile: (313) 382-9764 

Ms Jeannette M Noeschel 
Environmental Quality Analyst 
Waste Management Division 
Department of Environmental Quality 
300 River Place 
Suite 3600 
Detroit. Ml 48207 

RE: MIR DOD 022 400 

Dear Ms Noeschel: 

In response to your letter dated June 23, 1998, SRS has made changes in its oil testing 
(outbound) as outlined below: 

PAST PROCEDURES 

A. SRS will continue to test its outbound on-spec oil on a monthly basis 
B. Monthly testing will include "F-Scan" analysis and specifications (EPA) 

analysis. 
C. SRS has and will continue to test each outbound load of oil for chlorine 

content. 
D. Batch oil treatments are approximately 20,000 gallons each treatment. 

NEW PROCEDURES 

A. Each batch treatment shall be transferred into Tank 4 (lank capacity 360,000 
gallons) following the treatment process. 

B. Prior to collecting c 0 mposite samples for monthly analysis, Tank 4 will be 
mixed overnight. (Tanks 3, 4 and 5 have industrial mixing props.) 

SRS feels that collecting samples from Tank 4 will be more representative of our 
outbound product. 

Please phone me direct at 313-841-6445 if you have any additional questions or concerns. 

Sincerely, 

~u-:t>~ 
Gary D. Berndt. CHMM 
Compliance Officer 
Sybill. Inc. d/b/a SRS Environmental 

pc: James Helvey, General Manager, SRS Environmental 
V. C. Madias, CEO, SRS Environmental 

P.O. Box 5006, Dearborn, Michigan 4B12B 



EOP 0100e 
(Rev. 1198) 

STATE OF MICHIGAN 

JOHN ENGLER, Governor 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Mr. Gary Berndt, CHMM 
Compliance Officer 
SRS Environmental 
PO Box 5006 
Dearborn, Ml 48128 

Dear Mr. Berndt: 

"Better Service for a Better Environmenf' 
HOLLISTER BUILDING, PO BOX 30473, LANSING Ml 48909-7973 

INTERNET: www.deq.state.mi.us 

RUSSELL J. HARDING, Director 

September 4, 1998 

SUBJECT: MIR 000 022 400 

REPLY TO: 

DETROIT OFFICE 
SUITE 3600 
300 RIVER PLACE 
DETROIT Ml 46207 

This correspondence is written to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated July 9, 1998 (received 
July 22, 1998), which itemizes actions taken by SRS Environmental, (hereafter Facilit:0, located at 
111 South Military, Detroit Michigan, to correct violations in one or more of the following: 
Part 111, Hazardous Waste Management, Michigan Compiled Laws (MCL) 324.11101 et seq. 
and Part 121, Liquid Industrial Wastes, MCL 324.12101 et seq. of the Natural Resources and 
Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended·, Subtitle C of the federal Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of f976, as amended, and any administrative rules or 
regulations promulgated pursuant to these Acts. These violations were observed by staff of the 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) during an inspection conducted on April 22, 1998,and 
the Facility was notified of these violations in letters dated April 24, 1998 and June 23, 1998 

This is to notify the Facility that based on the information in your July 9, 1998,1etter, (received 
July 22, 1998), staff of the DEQ have determined that the Facility has corrected the violations 
identified with regard to the regulations cited. 

However, this determination does not preclude nor limit the DEQ's ability to initiate other 
enforcement action, under state or federal law, as deemed appropriate. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 

i
erely, 

L tUI11ib 011l~KcJut 
nette M. Noechel 

Environmental Quality Analyst 
Waste Management Division 
313-392-6524 

cc: Ms. Sarah Lile, Detroit Department of Environmental Affairs 
Dr. Benedict N. Okwumabua, WMD, DEQ 



I ·jd £;·i~4 Vi;l, 
. l't-i i I 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION V 

IN RE: 

SYBILL, INCORPORATED 
111 MILITARY AVENUE 
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48209 
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1. This is a civil administrative action pursuant 

to Section 3008(a) (1) of the Solid Waste Disposal Act, also known 

as the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, as amended 

(RCRA), 42 U.S.C. §6928(a) (1), and pursuant to the Consolidated 

Rules of Practice Governing the Administrative Assessment of 

Civil Penalties and the Revocation or Suspension of Permits, 40 

CFR §§22. 01 (a) (4) , 22.13 and 22.37 (1996) . 

2. The Cpmplainant is, by lawful delegation, Chief of the 

Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch, Waste, Pesticides 

and Toxics Division, Region 5, Unrted States Environmental 

Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). 

3. The Respondent is Sybill, Incorporated (the 

"Respondent"), which is and was at all times relevant to this 

Complaint, the owner and operator of a facility located at 111 

Military Avenue, Detroit, Michigan, 48209-4102 (the "Facility"). 
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4. Respondent is a "person" as defined at Section 1004(15) 

of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6903(15), and Michigan Administrative Code 

(MAC)R 299.9106(i) and is subject to the regulations promulgated 

pursuant to Subtitle C of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §§6921-6939, and the 

analogous Michigan regulations as part of the applicable State ~( 

hazardous waste management program for the State of Michigan. 

5. Respondent is a Michigan corporation whose registered 

agent is Mr. Vasilios C. Madias, 4440 Wyoming, Dearborn, 

Michigan, 48126. 

6. The State of Michigan is authorized to administer and 

enforce a hazardous waste management program in lieu of the 

Federal program under subtitle C of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6921 ~ 

seg:., subject to the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) 

(Pub. L. 98-616, November 8, 1984), 42 U.S.C. §6926(c) and (g). 

The regulations comprising the applicable State hazardous waste 

- ' 

management program for the State of Michigan were incorporated by 

reference into Federal law at 40 CFR § 272.1151(a). The State's 

program, as administered by the Michigan Department of 

Environmental Quality (MDEQ), was approved by the U.S. EPA 

pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 6926(b) and 40 CFR Part 271. The 

predecessor agency to the MDEQ was the Michigan Department of + 

Natural Resources (MDNR). The U.S. EPA's approval of Michigan's 

base program was effective on October 30, 1986. See 51 Federal 

Register (FR) 36804 (1986) . Even though the MDEQ has primary 

responsibility for enforcing its hazardous waste program, the 

U.S. EPA retains the authority to exercise its enforcement 
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authorities under Sections 3007, 3008, 3013, and 7003 of RCRA, 42 

U.S.C. §§ 6927~6928, 6934, and 6973, as well as under other 

Federal laws and regulations. See 40 CFR 272.1150(c) (1996) 

7. ·The requirements of the authorized State program are 

found in Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, §§299.501-506, 

299.521-522, 299.532-535, 299.537, and 299.539-541. see 40 CFR 

§272.1151(a) (1) (ii) for Michigan Administrative Code Rules. 

8. Any violation of regulations promulgated pursuant to 

Subtitle C, Sections 3001-3019 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §§6921-6939, or 

any State provision approved pursuant to Section 3006 of RCRA, 42 

U.S.C. § 6926, constitutes a violation of RCRA, subject to the 

assessment of civil or criminal penalties and compliance orders 

as provided in Section 3008 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928. 

9. On September 10, 1992 the regulations for management of 

used oil burned for energy recove~y at 40 CFR Part 266 Subpart E, 

were incorporated and became enforceable in the used oil 

management standards at 40 CFR Part 279 Subparts G and H. See, 58 

FR 26420 (May 3, 1993). ' 
' 10. Pursuant to the final rule at 58 FR 26420 - 26426, . ., · 

dated May 3, 1993, and codified at 40 CFR 271.26, the regulations 

~t 40 CFR Part 279, Subparts G and H, are federally enforceable 

in States that have not yet adopted equivalent requirements to 

the previous Part 266, Subpart E requirements and received 

authorization from U.S. EPA to implement and enforce those 

requirements, effective March 8, 1993. Prior to the effective 

date of 40 CFR Part 279, the used oil burning requirements 
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originally promulgated in 1985 and codified at 40 CFR Part 266, 

Subpart E were federally enforceable in all States which were not 

yet authorized for the previous Part 266, Subpart E regulations. 

11. Pursuant to 61 FR 4742, dated February 8, 1996, the 

State of Michigan received Federal authorization for its 

requirements equivalent to 40 CFR 266, Subpart E at MAC R 

299.9805, 299.9806, and 299.9807, effective April 8, 1996. 

12. The State of Michigan's requirements equivalent to 40 

': 
CFR 279, Standards for the Management of Used Oil became 

effective on October 15, .1996. Federal authorization to enforce 

these requirements in lieu of the U.S. EPA has not yet been 

granted. 

13. On March 2, 1995, a representative of U.S. EPA 

conducted a RCRA used oil inspection of the Facility to determine 

its compliance with the applicable State and Federal used oil 

management requirements and the observations of that inspection 

were recorded in a report, dated June 6, 1995, 

14. On September 18, 1995, "\f. S. EPA sent an information 

" 
request to Respondent pursuant to its authority under Section 

3007 of RCRA, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §6927, requesting information 

regarding Respondent's used oil management activities. 

15. Respondent submitted a response, dated October 20, 1995, 

to U.S. EPA's September 18, 1995, Section 3007 Information 

Request. 

16. Pursuant to 40 CFR §266.43(a) (before March 8, 1993), 40 

CFR §279. 70 (a) (2) (on or after March 8, 1993 to April 7, 1996), '"'(I. 
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MAC R 299.9806(1) (on or after April 8, 1996), any person who 

first claims that used oil that is to be burned for energy 

recovery meets the used oil fuel specifications set forth in 40 

CFR 279.11 and its State equivalent, is subject to the standards 

for used oil fuel marketers. 

17. Paragraph 1, Section III of U.S. EPA's September 18, 

1995, Section 3007 Information Request requested a detailed 

description of the used oil operations carried out by the 

Respondent. Respondent's October 20, 1995, response provided a 

marketing brochure that describes the Facility's general 

operations. The brochure states that the Facility accepts spent 

coolants and oils for treatment, processing, disposal, and 

recycling; reclaims for sale, oils which meet "on-spec" fuel 

guidelines; and combines the treatment process and the 

reclamation of usable fuel (oil) and/or lube stock to provide 

generators a disposal solution. 

18. Paragraph 5, Section III of U.S. EPA's September 18, 

1995, Section 3007 Information Request requested documentation 

for all shipments of used oil accepted by Respondent for 

processing and/or re-refining. Respondent's October 20, 1995, 

response provided a limited sampling of manifests representing 

the used oil accepted during the years 1992 through 1995. These 

manifests showed that the Respondent had accepted used oil for 

processing and/or refining from various industrial facilities 

including large quantity hazardous waste generators since on or 

about September 1992. The predominant source of used oil accepted 
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by the Respondent was from Rouge Steel Company, 3001 Miller Road, 

Dearborn, Michigan, 48121 (MID 087 738 431) . 

19. Paragraph 6, Section III of U.S. EPA's September 18, 

1995, Section 3007 Information Request requested documentation 

for all shipments of used oil accepted by Respondent for 

processing and/or re-refining since September 10, 1992, and 

shipped to a used oil burner, processor/re-refiner, or disposal 

facility. Respondent's October 20, 1995, response stated that, 

"Oil shipped out-bound to various clients (On "Spec" Materials -

Non Hazardous) are used in the following ways: A. burn stock; B. 

lube stock; C. processer/re-refiner". 

20. Paragraph 10, Section III of U.S. EPA's September 18, 

1995, Section 3007 Information Request requested information 

about the analyses and ultimate disposition of certain used oil 

fuel shipments referred to in documents discovered during the 

March 2, 1995, U.S. EPA inspection. Respondent's October 20, 

1995, response indicated that the Respondent made the following 

shipments of used oil that were to be burned for energy recovery 

and met the ~sed oil fuel specification listed in 40 CFR 279.11, 

Table 1 (or otherwise referred to as on-specification used oil 

fuel) : 

a. Bill of lading (No. 14312), dated January 18, 1995, for 

6,443 gallons of on-specification used oil fuel shipped to 

Michigan Marine Terminals, U.S. EPA ID Number MID 981 192 347. 

b. Bill of lading, dated February 14, 1995, for 8,500 

gallons on-specification used oil fuel shipped to Michigan Marine 
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Terminals, U.S. EPA ID Number MID 981 192 347. 

c. Bill of lading, dated April 27, 1995, for 5,500 gallons 

of on-specification used oil fuel shipped to Warner Petroleum, 

2480 S. Clare Ave., Clare, Michigan, 48617. 

. ' 
21. Paragraph 6, Section III of U.S. EPA's September 18, 

1995, Section 3007 Information Request requested documentation 

for each shipment of off-specification used oil fuel sent to a 

burner since September 10, 1992. Respondent's October 20, 1995, 

response stated that the Facility has made "No known shipment of 

off-specification oils." 

22. Respondent filed a Notification of Hazardous Waste 

Activity with the State of Michigan pursuant to Section 3010 of 

RCRA on March 18, 1997. Respondent indicated in the Notification 

that it performs the following used oil activities: 

a. used oil fuel marketer who first claims that the used oil 

meets the specifications; 

b. used oil transporter and transfer facility; and 

c. used oil processor. 

23. On March 6, 1998, U.S. EPA issued a Pre-Filing Notice 

Letter to Respondent, advising Respondent of the possibility of a 

civil administrative action, and offering Respondent the 

opportunity to advise U.S. EPA of any other factors to consider 

in this matter. 

24. On June 5, 1998, in a telephone conversation with the 

Respondent's representative, Mr. Gary Berndt, Sybill's Compliance 

Officer, Mr. Berndt explained to Mr. Bryan Holtrop of the U.S. 
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EPA that the Respondent has been accepting and processing used 

oil since at least on or about September 1992. However, Mr. 
j~~ 

Berndt added that it wasn't until January 1995 that the 

Respondent began to actually ship off-site on-specification used ,, 

oil fuel that was to be burned for energy recovery. During the ~{ 

time period from September 1992 to January 1995, the Respondent 

stated that the on-specification used oil fuel it derived from 

the used oil it accepted was accumulated and stored on-site. 

25. Based on the information collected during the U.S. EPA's 

March 2, 1995, inspection, Respondent's October 20, 1995, 

response to U.S. EPA's Section 3007 Information Request, and 

Respondent's supplemental information submittals, Respondent has 

been a marketer of on-specification used oil fuel, as defined at 

40 CFR Part 266.43, 40 CFR Part 279.70 (a) (2), MAC R 299.9806 (1), 

since at least Se~ternber 1992. 

COUNT ONE - FAILURE TO NOTIFY 

26. The general allegations of the Complaint are 

incorporated by reference as though set forth here in full. 

' 27. Pursuant to 40 CFR Part 266.43(b) (3) (before March 8, :· 

1993), 40 CFR Part 279.73 (a) (on or after March 8, 1993 to April 

7, 1996) and MAC R 299.9806 (2) (c) (on or after April 8, 1996) a 

used oil fuel marketer subject to these requirements must notify 

the Regional Administrator of its used oil activities and obtain 

an EPA identification number. 

28. Based on information collected during the March 2, 1995, 

inspection, Respondent's October 20, 1995, response to U.S. EPA's 
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Section 3007 Information Request, Respondent's supplemental 

information submittals and a review of u.s. EPA files, Respondent 

did not notify U.S. EPA of the Facility's used oil marketing 

activities and obtain a U.S. EPA identification number during the 

period between September 1992, through March 18, 1997. 

29. Respondent's failure to notify U.S. EPA or the State of 

Michigan of the Facility's used oil marketing activities from on 

or around September 1992 through March 18, 1997, and obtain an 

U.S. EPA identification rtumber is a violation of 40 CFR Part 

266.43(b) (3) (before March 8, 1993), 40 CFR Part 279.73(a) (from 

on or after March 8, 1993, to April 7, 1996), and MAC R 

299.9806 (2) (c) (from on or after April 8, 1996). 

COUNT TWO - STORAGE AND TREATMENT WITHOUT PERMIT 

30. Paragraphs 1 through 29 are incorporated by reference 

as though set forth here in full. 

31. Pursuant to MAC 299.9502(1) (40 CFR §270.1(c)) a permit 

is required for the treatment, storage, and disposal of any 

hazardous waste. 

management units 

unit. 

Owners and ofl!erators of hazardous waste 
~· 

shall have p~rmits during the active life of the 

32. Pursuant to 40 CFR Part 279.10(b) (2}, mixtures of used 

oil and characteristic hazardous waste are subject to regulation 

as hazardous waste rather than as used oil under this part, if 

the resultant mixture exhibits any characteristics of hazardous 

waste identified in Subpart C of 40 CFR Part 261. 

33. Paragraph 5, Section III of U.S. EPA's September 18, 
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1995, Section 3007 Information Request requested documentation 

for all shipments of used oil accepted by Sybill for processin~ 

and/or re-refining since September 10, 1992. Respondent's 

October 20, 1995, response provided a limited sampling of 

manifests representing the used oil shipments accepted for the ~f 
- -

years 1992 through 1995. These manifests showed that the 

Respondent has accepted and processed used oil shipments from the 

Rouge Steel Company, 3001 Miller Road, Dearborn, Michigan, 48121, 

on a continual basis since on or about August 1992. In addition, 

the manifests showed that the predominant source of used oil 

accepted by the Respondent is from the Rouge Steel Company. 

34. Respondent's October 20, 1995, response to U.S. EPA's 

September 18, 1995, Section 3007 Information Request included 

manifests and accompanying analytical results for used oil 

shipments accepted by the Respondent from the Rouge Steel 

Company. Analytical results, dated April 12, 1993, relied upon 

by the Respondent as a representative analysis of the continual 

shipments of used oil being accepted from the Rouge Steel Company 

' showed that the used oil contained chlordane and heptachlor in 

concentrations of 2.30 milligrams per liter (mg/1) and 0.02 mg/1, 

respectively. These concentrations exceeded the maximum 

concentration of contaminants for the toxicity characteristic for 

chlordane (U.S. EPA Waste Code D020) at 0.03 mg/1, and heptachlor 

(U.S. EPA Waste Code D031) at 0.008 mg/1, respectively. 

Therefore, the used oil mixture accepted from the Rouge Steel 

Company exhibited the toxicity characteristic causing it to be 
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regulated as a hazardous waste under Subpart C of 40 CFR Part 

261. 

35. On April 29, 1998, Respondent submitted additional 

analytical results documenting the toxicity characteristics of 

the used oil it accepted from the Rouge Steel Company. 
- -

Analytical results, dated July 2, 1993 and March 20, 1998, relied 

upon by the Respondent as a representative analysis of the 

continual shipments of used oil being accepted from the Rouge 

Steel Company showed no exceedances of the maximum concentration 

of contaminants for the toxicity characteristic for chlordane 

(U.S. EPA Waste Code D020) and heptachlor (U.S. EPA Waste Code 

D031). Therefore, the used oil mixture accepted from the Rouge 

Steel Company exhibited the toxicity characteristic for chlordane 

and heptachlor causing it to be regulated as a hazardous waste 

under Subpart C of 40 CFR Part 261 from at least April 12, 1993 

through July 2, 1993. 

36. On April 29, 1998, Respondent submitted analytical 

results documenting the toxicity characteristics of the used oil 

it accepted from the Rouge Steel Company. Analytical results, 

dated July 2, 1993, relied upon by the Respondent as a 

representative analysis of the continual shipments of used oil 

being accepted by the Respondent from the Rouge Steel Company 

showed that the used oil contained hexachlorobutadiene at a 

concentration of 0.89 mg/1. This concentration exceeded the 

maximum concentration of contaminants for the toxicity 

characteristic for hexachlorobutadiene (U.S. EPA Waste Code D033) 
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at 0.5 mg/1. The Respondent has failed to provide any other 

analysis or documentation to show that hexachlorobutadiene no 

longer exceeds the maximum concentration of contaminants for the 

toxicity characteristic for the used oil it accepts from the 

Rouge Steel Company. Therefore, the used oil accepted from the 

Rouge Steel Company exhibited the toxicity characteristic causing 

it to be regulated as hazardous waste under Subpart C of 40 CFR 

Part 261 from at least April 12, 1993 through the present time. 

37. Pursuant to 40 CFR Part 279.10(b) (1) (ii) (before April 

8, 1996) and MAC R 299.9805(2) (on and after April 8, 1996) used 

oil containing more than 1,000 ppm total halogens is presumed to 

be a hazardous waste because it has been mixed with halogenated 

hazardous waste listed in Subpart D of 40 CFR Part 261. Persons 

may rebut this presumption by demonstrating that the used oil 

does not contain hazardous waste (for example, by using an 

analytical method to show that the used oil does not contain 

significant concentrations of halogenated hazardous constituents 

listed in Appendix VIII of 40 CFR Part 261) . 

38. On May 19, 1998, Respondent submitted analytical 

resul.ts documenting the total halogen content of the used oil 

treatment sludge derived from the used oil shipments it accepted. 

Analytical results, dated October 25, 1995, showed that the used 

oil treatment sludge contained 1012 ppm total halogens. However, 

the analytical results were not cross-referenced to any 

particular shipment or shipments of used oil accepted by the 

Respondent. 
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39. On May 22, 1998, Respondent submitted analytical 

results docum~ting the total halogen content of the processed_ 

used oil derived from the used oil shipments it accepted. 

Analytical results, dated July 24, 1997, October 7, 1997, and 

January 15, 1998, showed that the processed used oil contained -~ 
. -

2750 ppm, 2975 ppm, and 2600 ppm total halogens, respectively. 

However, the analytical results were not cross-referenced to any 

particular shipment or shipments of used oil accepted by the 

Respondent. 

40. On June 8, 1998, Respondent submitted analytical 

results documenting the total halogen content of the processed 

used oil derived from the used oil shipments it accepted. 

Analytical results, dated August 12, 1996 and April 10, 1997, 

showed that the processed used oil contained 3000 ppm and 2850 

ppm total halogens, respectively. However, the analytical 

results were not cross-referenced to any particular shipment or 

shipments of used oil accepted by the Respondent. 

41. Based on information collected during the March 2, 1995, 

inspection, Respondent's October 20, 1995, response to U.S. EPA-'s 

Section 3007 Information Request, Respondent's supplemental 

information submittals and a review of U.S. EPA files, Respondent 

failed to rebut the presumption that the used oil containing more 

than 1,000 ppm total halogens identified in paragraphs 38, 39, 

and 40 was mixed with hazardous waste as required by 40 CFR 

279.10 (b) (1) (ii). Specifically, the Respondent failed to provide 

the appropriate analysis of the used oil to show that it does not 
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contain significant concentrations of halogenated hazardous 

constituents listed in Appendix VIII of 40 CFR Part 261. 

42. Based on information collected during the March 2, 

1995, inspection, Respondent's October 20, 1995, response to U.S. 

EPA's Section 3007 Information Request, Respondent's supplemental ·~ 

information submittals and a review of U.S. EPA files, Respondent 

has been handling hazardous waste from at least April 12, 1993 

through the present time. 

43. Respondent's handling of characteristic hazardous waste 

from the Rouge Steel Company for used oil shipments associated 

with the analytical results identified in paragraphs 34 and 36 

constituted storage and treatment of hazardous waste. In 

addition, Respondent's handling of halogenated hazardous waste 

(used oil containing more than 1,000 ppm total halogens) from 

various industrial sources for used oil shipments associated with 

the analytical results identified in paragraphs 38, 39, and 40 

constituted storage and treatment of hazardous waste. This 

storage and treatment of hazardous waste at the Facility without 

a permit frofn at least April.,;~_{ 1993 through the present time, 

is a violation of MAC R 299.9502 (1) (40 CFR § 270.1 (c)) . 

COUNT THREE - TRANSPORTING WITHOUT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 

44. Paragraphs 1 through 43 are incorporated by reference 

as though set forth here in full. 

45. Pursuant to MAC 299.9402 · (40 CFR Part 263.11 (a)) a 

transporter shall not transport hazardous wastes without having 

received an EPA identification number from the Regional 
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Administrator or Regional Administrator's designee. 

46. Paragraph 4, Section III, of U.S. EPA's September 18, 

1995, Section 3007 Information Request requested documentation 

for all shipments for which the Respondent acted as a transporter 

since September 10, 1992. Respondent's October 20, 1995, response ·~ 

to Paragraph 4, Section III of U.S. EPA's Section 3007 

Information Request included a limited sampling of manifests 

representing the used oil shipment accepted for the years 1992 

through-1995. These manifests showed that the Respondent has 

periodically transported shipments of used oil from various 

industrial sources to its Facility. 

47. Respondent's October 20, 1995, response to Paragraph 4, 

Section III of U.S. EPA's Section 3007 Information Request 

included one Generator Waste Characterization Report, dated 

March 1, 1995. The report indicated that the Respondent 

transported used oil shipments from the Rouge Steel Company to 

its Facility. Analytical results, identified in Paragraphs 34 

and 36, relied upon by the Respondent as representative analyses 

of the continual shipments of used oil being accepted by the 

Respondent from the Rouge Steel Company showed that the used oil 

contained contaminants that exceeded the toxicity characteristic 

causing it to be regulated as hazardous waste under subpart C of 

40 CFR Part 261. 

48. Based on the information collected during the March 2, 

1995, inspection, Respondent's October 20, 1995, response to 

EPA's Section 3007 Information Request, Respondent's supplemental 
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information submittals, and a review of U.S. EPA files, 

Respondent has transported hazardous waste and did not obtain an 

identification number from the U.S. EPA. 

49. Respondent's failure to obtain a U.S. EPA 

identification number for the transportation of hazardous waste 

from the Rouge Steel Company to its Facility from at least March 

1, 1995 through the present time, is a violation of MAC R 

299.9402 (40 CFR 263 .11 (a)) . 

II 

COMPLIANCE ORDER 

Based on the foregoing findings and pursuant to the 

authority of Section 3008 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928, IT IS HEREBY 

ORDERED THAT, IMMEDIATELY UPON THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS ORDER: 

A. Respondent shall, immediately upon the effective date of 

this Order, cease transportation, treatment, storage, or disposal 

of all hazardous waste except where such activities shall be in 

compliance with the applicable hazardous waste standards and 

regulations 'for hazardous waste transportation, treatment, 

storage, or disposal facilities. 

B. Respondent shall, within thirty (30) days of the 

effective date of this Order, submit to U.S. EPA for review and 

approval a written waste management plan describing the 

management of all shipments of used oil accepted by and shipped 

from the Respondent's Facility. The waste management plan will 

describe the procedures that will be followed by the Respondent 
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to achieve and maintain compliance with the applicable 

requirements of MAC R 299.9806 (40 CFR Part 279, Subpart H), 

including a written analysis plan describing the procedures and 

methods that will be used to determine and demonstrate that used 

oil accepted meets the total halogen requirements under MAC R 

299.9805(2) (40 CFR Part 279.10(b) (1) (ii)), and that the used oil 

fuel meets the specifications listed in MAC R 299.9805(1), (40 

CFR 279 .11). 

C. Respondent shall, within 30 days of the U.S. EPA's 

review and approval of the Waste Management Plan specified above, 

revise and implement the plan as required by the U.S. EPA. 

D. In addition to implementing the Waste Management Plan, 

all used oil marketing will be conducted pursuant to, and in 

compliance with the applicable requirements of MAC R 299.9806 (40 

CFR 279, Subpart H, Standards for Used Oil Fuel Marketers). 

E. Respondent shall immediately following the effective 

date of this Order, for a period of 90 consecutive days, perform 

' 
an analysis or obtain analysis using an analytical method from 

the "Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, Physical/Chemical 

Methods," EPA Publication SW-846, Edition III for each used oil 

shipment received by the Facility to determine compliance with 

MAC R 299.9805(2) [40 CFR 279.10(b) (1) (ii), rebuttable presumption 

for used oil containing more than 1000 ppm total halogens]. In 

addition, during that same 90-day period, any shipments received 
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from the Rouge Steel Company (MID 087 738 431) shall also include 

an SW-846 ana~sis for the contaminants listed in 

261.24(b), Table 1. Respondent shall, at the end 

40 CFR Part 

of the 90-day 

period.but no later than 120 days from the effective date of this 

Order, submit the results of the analyses for all the used oil 

shipments accepted by the Facility to U.S. EPA. 

F. For each used oil shipment accepted by the Facility 

containing more than 1,000 ppm total halogens, Respondent shall 

rebut the presumption of mixture with a halogenated hazardous 

waste either by using an analytical method from SW-846 to 

demonstrate that the used oil does not contain significant 

concentrations of halogenated hazardous constituents or by using 

knowledge to show that the source of halogenated constituents are 

from exempted sources (such as household hazardous waste or 

conditionally-exempt small quantity generators). 

G. Respondent shall, within 90 days of the effective date 

of this Order, submit a letter enclosing a new Notification. of 

' Regulated Waste Activity (EPA Form 8700-12) or a certification~ 

that the March 1997 notification is still true, accurate and 

complete. 

H. Respondent shall, within one-hundred (100) days of the 

effective date of this Order, submit for review and approval a 

written closure plan for the affected hazardous waste management 

units to Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ). 
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I. Respondent shall, within one-hundred (100) days of the 

approval date of the closure plan, implement the MDEQ approved 

closure plan and submit certification of closure activities to 

the MDEQ. 

J. Respondent shall notify the U.S. EPA in writing, via 

certified mail, upon achieving compliance with this Order. This 

notification shall be submitted no later than the time stipulated 

above (in paragraphs A through H) to the U.S. EPA Region 5, 

Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division, Enforcement and Compliance 

Branch (DE-9J), 77 West Jackso~ Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois 

60604-3590, Attention: Bryan Holtrop. A copy of these documents 

and all correspondence with the U.S. EPA regarding this 

Compliance Order shall also be submitted to the Michigan 

Department of Environmental Quality, Waste Management Division, 

P.O. Box 30241, Lansing, Michigan 48909-7741, Attention: Joanne 

Merrick. 

Notwithstanding any other.~rovision of this Order, an 
i 

' " enforcement action may be bro~ght pursuant to Section 7003 of 

RCRA or other statutory authority where the handling, storage, 

treatment, transportation or disposal of solid or hazardous waste 

at this Facility may present an imminent and substantial 

endangerment to human health or the environment. 

On December 31, 1996, the U.S. EPA issued a final Civil 

Monetary Penalty Inflation Adjustment Rule as mandated by the 
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Debt Collection Act of 1996 (Pub. L. 104-134, April 26, 1996), 

raising the maximum penalty from$ 25,000 to $ 27,500. The rul€ 

provides for the new ceiling to take effect for all violations 

which occur after January 30, 1997. See 61 FR 69360 (1996). 

Therefore, failure to comply with any provision of this Order or ' 

to pay the civil penalty assessed below shall subject Respondent 

to liability for a civil penalty of up to TWENTY-SEVEN THOUSAND 

FIVE HUNDRED DOLLARS ($ 27,500) for each day of continued 

noncompliance, pursuant to Sec":>.on 3008(c) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 

6928 (c). 

III 

PROPOSED CIVIL,PENALTY 

Section 3008 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928, authorizes the 

assessment of a civil penalty of up to $25,000 per day for each 

violation before January 1, 1997 and $27,500 after January 1, 

1997 of Subtitle C of RCRA. Based upon the facts alleged above 

in this Complaint, and in consideration of the seriousness of the 

violations cited herein, the potential harm to human health and 

the environment, the continuing nature of the violations, and the 

ability of the Respondent to pay penalties, Complainant proposes 

that Respondent be assessed a civil penalty of EIGHT HUNDRED 

SIXTY FOUR THOUSAND SEVEN HUNDRED SEVENTY THREE DOLLARS($864,773) 

pursuant to Section 3008(c) and 3008(g) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6928 

for the violations alleged in this Complaint. Attachment 1 to 
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this Complaint provides a detailed summary for the proposed civil 

penalty. Respondent may pay this penalty by certified or 

cashier's check, payable to "Treasurer, the United States of 

America," and remit to: 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 
P.O. Box 70753 
Chicago, Illinois 60673 

A copy of the check shall be sent to: 

Tom Turner (C-14J) 
Office of the Regional Counsel 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590 

Regional Hearing Clerk (R-19J) 
Planning and Management Division 
Region 5 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590 

A transmittal letter identifying this Complaint shall accompany 

the remittance and the copy of the check. 

IV 

OPPORTUNITY TO REQUEST A HEARING 

In accordance with the Administrative Procedure Act (the 

APA), 5 U.S.C. §§ 551 et ~-• you have the right to.request a 

- -

hearing to contest any material fact contained in this Complaint 

and Compliance Order, and/or to contest the appropriateness of 

the proposed compliance schedule or amount of the penalty. Any 

hearing that you request will be held and conducted in accordance 
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with the provisions of the APA, 5 U.S.C. §§ 551 et ~., and the 

"Consolidated Rules of Practice Governing the Administrative 

Assessment of Civil Penalties and the Revocation or Suspension of 

Permits," 40 CFR Part 22. A copy of these rules accompanies this 

Complaint. 

If you wish to avoid being found in default, you must file a 

written Answer to this Complaint with the Regional Hearing Clerk, 

(R-19J), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5, 77 West 

Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590, within thirty 

(30) days of the date this Complaint has been filed with the 

Regional Hearing Clerk. The Answer must clearly and directly 

admit, deny or explain each of the factual allegations contained 

in the Complaint with respect to which Respondent has any 

knowledge, or clearly state that Respondent has no knowledge as 

to particular factual allegations in the Complaint. The Answer 

should also state: 

1. The circumstances or arguments that you allege 

constitute the grounds of defense; 

.2. The facts that you intend to place at issue; and 

3. Whether you request a hearing. 

Failure to deny any of the factual allegations in this Complaint 

constitutes admission of the undenied allegations. 

A copy of this Answer and any subsequent documents filed in 

this action should be sent to Mr. Tom Turner, Office of Regional 
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Counsel (C-14J), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 77 West 

Jackson Boule~d, Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590. Mr. Tom Turn~ 

may be telephoned at (312) 886-6613. 

I{ you fail to file a written Answer within thirty (30) days 

of the date this Complaint has been filed with the Regional - -

Hearing Clerk, with or without a Request for Hearing, the 

Regional Administrator or Presiding Officer may issue a Default 

Order. Issuance of such Default Order will constitute a binding 

admission of all facts alleged in the Complaint and a waiver of 

your right to a hearing under RCRA. The civil penalty proposed 

in this Complaint shall then become due and payable without 

further proceedings sixty (60) days after a Final Order of 

Default is issued pursuant to 40 CFR § 22.17(a). In addition, 

the default penalty is subject to the provisions relating to 

imposition of interest, penalty and handling charges set forth in 

the Federal Claims Collection Act of 1966, 31 U.S.C. § 3717. 

Interest will accrue on the default penalty at the rate 

established by the Secretary of the Treasury pursuant to 

31 U.S.C. § 3717. The U.S. EPA will impose a late payment 

handling charge of fifteen dollars ($ 15.00) for each subsequent 

thirty (30) day period over which an unpaid balance remains. In 

addition, the U.S. EPA will apply a six (6) percent per annum 

penalty on any principal amount not paid within ninety (90) days 

of the date that the Default Order is signed by the Regional 
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Administrator or Presiding Officer. 

v 

SETTLEMENT CONFERENCE 

Whether or not you request a hearing, you may request an 

informal conference in order to discuss the facts of this case 

and to arrive at a settlement. To request a settlement 

conference, write to Mr. Bryan Holtrop, Enforcement & Compliance 

Assurance Branch (DRE-9J),, United States Environmental Protection 

Agency, Region 5, 77 West Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois 

60604-3590, or telephone him at· (312) 353-5103. 

Your request for an informal settlement conference does not 

extend the thirty (30) day period during which you must submit a 

written Answer and Request for Hearing. You may pursue the 

informal conference procedure simultaneously with the 

adjudicatory hearing procedure. 

The U.S. EPA encourages all parties against whom a civil 
--:;,-

penalty is proposed to pursue t~e possibilities of settlement 
' 

through an informal conference. However, the U.S. EPA will not 

reduce the penalty simply because such a conference is held. Any 

settlement that may be reached as a result of such conference 

shall be embodied in a written Consent Agreement and Consent 

Order (CACO) issued by the Director of the Waste, Pesticides and 

Taxies Division, U.S. EPA, Region 5. The issuance of such a CACO 

shall constitute a waiver of your right to request a hearing on 
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any stipulated matter in the Agreement. 

Dated this~eZ~~1J_~--------~day 

Jose . Bo le, 
Enfo c ment and Compliance Assurance. Branch 
Waste·; Pesticides and Taxies Division 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 
Complainant 

' 1998. 



NATURE Of VIOLATION 
DATE Of VIOLATION 

COUNT 1 - Failure 
to notify u.s. EPA 
of used oil 
marketing 
activities and 
obtain a U.S. EPA 
ID number. Duration 
interval is from 
September 1992, to 
March 18, 1997 

COUNT 2- Failure 
to obtain a RCRA 
permit for handling 
listed hazardous 
waste. Duration 
interval is from 
April 12, 1993 to 
present. 

COUNT 3 - Failure 
to obtain a U.S. 
EPA identification 
number for 
transporting 
hazardous waste. 
Date of violation 
is March, 1 1995. 

ATTACHMENT 1 
PENALTY SUMMARY SHEET 

SYBILL. INC. 

CITATION Of GRAVITY-BASED 
REGULATION OR LAW PENALTY 

40 CFR 266_43(b)(3) moderate/moderate1 

40 CFR 279_73(a) $6,500 
MAC R 299.9806(2)(c) 

MAC 299. 9502( 1) major/major2 

(40 CFR 270-1(c)) $22,500 

MAC R 299.9402 maj or/moderate3 

(40 CFR 263.11(a)) $17,500 

- -Potent al for Harm - moderate; and Extent of Dev at1on - moderate 
~ Potent al for Harm = major; and Extent of Deviat on = major 

Potent at for Harm = major; and Extent of Deviat on = moderate 

MULTI-DAY ECON!JI!IC TOTAL-PENALTY 
AMOUNT BENEFIT PENALTY 

$165,575 $0 $172,075 

~ 

$537,000 $115,698 $675,198 

$0 $0 $17,500 

Total: 
S864,m 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have caused a copy of the foregoing 

Complaint to be served upon the persons designated below, on the 

date below, 'by causing said copies to be deposited in the U.S. 

Mail, First Class and certified-return receipt requested, postage 

prepaid, at Chicago, Illinois, in envelopes addressed to: 

Mr. Vasilios C. Madias 
111 Military Avenue 
Detroit, Michigan, 48209 

I have further caused the original of the Complaint and this 

Certificate of Service to be served in the Office of the Regional 

Hearing Clerk located in the Office of the Regional Administrator 

U.S. EPA Region 5, 77 West Jackson Boulevard (R-19J), Chicago, 

Illinois 60604, on the date below. 

This is said person's last known address to the subscriber. 

Dated this __ ~~~jL_ _______ day of __ ~5~~9~~t~~~M~bi~r ____________ , 1998. 

Secretary, Enforcement and 
Compliance Assurance Branch 
U.S. EPA, Region 5 
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MEMORANDUM 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 5 
EASTERN DISTRICT OFFICE 
25089 CENTER RIDGE ROAD 

WESTLAKE, OH 44145 

June 6, 1995 

SUBJECT: RCRA Used Oil Inspection- Sybill, Inc., Detroit, 
Michigan, (AGD201:IA) 

k . ~~E(.. ' 1 E . 
FROM: 

THRU: 

TO: 
ATTN: 

Mar E . Cont1, nv1ronmenta ng1neer 

A. R . Winklhofer, Chief ~~\ J 
Eastern District Office (SE-W)~ 

RCRA Enforcement Branch (HRE-8J) 
Joseph Boyle, Chief 

On March 2, 1995, I conducted a RCRA used oil inspection at 
Sybill, Inc. (111 Military Avenue, Detroit, Michigan). The 
inspection was done in response to Sue Brauer's request. A 
summary of my findings is attached. The inspection was conducted 
concurrent with a total facility air inspection, industrial user 
compliance evaluation inspection, PCB sampling inspection, SPCC 
inspection, and multimedia screening inspection, which were done 
in response to requests from the respective program offices . 
Findings from those inspections are addressed in separate 
reports . If you have any questions regarding my findings, please 
contact me at 216/522 - 7260. 

Attachments 

c: Roger Grimes (CM-3T) 

.0 -
(]0_ -'Recycled/Recyclable 

r;.--n Pnntecf,pn p~per that contains 
'00 atleuf75% recycled fiber 



U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES DIVISION 
EASTERN DISTRICT OFFICE 

RCRA Used Oil Inspection Report 

I. FACILITY NAME AND ADDRESS 

Sybill, Inc. 
111 Military Avenue 
Detroit, Michigan 48209-4102 

II. DATE OF INSPECTION 

March 2, 1995 

III. PARTICIPANTS 

A. Sybill, Inc. 

Mohamed Ahmed, plant supervisor 
telephone number: 313/841-6190 
Fira Lupyan, chemist 

B. Sybill. Inc./NAVE, Inc. 

Gary Berndt, compliance officer 
telephone number: 313/582-2520 

C. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - EDO 

Mark E. Conti, environmental engineer 

D. Michigan Department of Natural Resources - Waste 
Management Division 

Tim Sonnenberg, environmental quality analyst 

IV. OBJECTIVE 

The objective of the inspection was to gather specific 
information needed by the requester to determine the 
facility's compliance status with respect to RCRA 
Subchapter I. 

V. INTRODUCTION 

During the inspection, I looked at the facility's waste and 
wastewater treatment processes, inventoried oil and 
wastewater stored at the plant, reviewed shipping receipts, 
and reviewed sampling data. 
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VI. BACKGROUND 

VII. 

Sybill treats wastewater, oil emulsions, and used oil. The 
facility has storage tanks, treatment tanks, chemical 
tanks, a wastewater discharge tank, and a laboratory. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

A. Name and Ownership of Company 

The records which I reviewed showed that used oil has 
only been sold under the company name Sybill, Inc. 
Waste shipments received at Sybill are delivered by 
NAVE, Inc. Sybill and NAVE are owned by Vasilios C. 
Madias. 

B. Waste Treatment 

Figure 1 (Attachment 1) is a layout of the facility. 
Table 1 is an inventory of the wastewater and oil that 
was on site at the time of the inspection. In addition 
to wastewater and oil, the facility had about 20 cubic 
yards of sludge in a roll-off box in the treatment 
building. 

Tanks 1-4 are used to store incoming wastewater and 
oil. Tanks 9, 11, 12, and 14 are used to split oil and 
water emulsions. Tanks 15-17 are used to treat oil and 
hold reclaimed oil. Tank 10 is used for wastewater 
treatment, and Tank 5 is a wastewater discharge tank. 
Separators 1 and 2 are oil/water separators. 

Treatment of waste varies from shipment to shipment. 
Sybill tests the treatability of each batch of waste 
that will be processed. A sample is treated in the lab 
with aluminum sulfate, sulfuric acid, and sodium 
metasilicate pentahydrate to determine which chemical 
is most effective at separating water and solids from 
the oil. When the waste is processed, chemicals are 
added in the ratios they were added during the bench 
scale test. Heat is used during processing to 
physically separate water and oil. 

Wastewater is pumped into Separator 1. The water phase 
is pumped to Tank 10 for pH adjustment with sulfuric 
acid. Tank 10 is also heated. Neutralized wastewater 
is further separated in Separator 2. From Separator 2, 
the water is pumped to Tank 5. The wastewater in 
Tank 5 is discharged to the Detroit Wastewater 
Treatment Plant. Figure 2 (Attachment 1) shows the 
flow of wastewater through the facility. 



TABLE 1 

Inventory of Wastewater and Oil Storage At Sybill During 

Contents During 
Tank Volume DescriP:tion Ins12ection 

l 250,000 gal storage of incoming wastewater and oil -200k gal, 40-50% oil 

2 250,000 gal storage of incoming wastewater and oil -225k gal, 40-50% oil 

3 360,000 gal storage of incoming wastewater and oil full, 40-50% oil 

4 360,000 gal storage of incoming wastewater and oil full, 40-50% oil 

5 180,000 gal wastewater discharge tank full, -2000 gal oil 

9 10,000 gal oily wastewater treatment tank full, 2-30% oil 

10 14,000 gal wastewater treatment tank full, water 

11 30,000 gal oily wastewater treatment tank full, 2-30% oil 

12 30,000 gal oily wastewater treatment tank full, 2-30% oil 

14 10,000 gal oily wastewater treatment tank full, 2-30% oil 

15 11,000 gal oil treatment tank -8000 gal oil 

16 11,000 gal oil treatment tank -8000 gal oil 

17 11,000 gal oil treatment tank -8000 gal oil 

Sl <2,000 gal oil/water separator tank full, -500 gal oil 

S2 4,000 gal oil/water separator tank full, -1000 gal oil 

3 
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Oily wastewater and oil and water emulsions are placed 
into Tanks 9, 11, 12, or 14. The oil fraction is split 
and separated from the water fraction with indirect 
steam heat and aluminum sulfate, sulfuric acid, or 
sodium metasilicate pentahydrate. The water fraction 
is pumped to Tank 10 and the oil is pumped to Tank 15 
or 16. Oil that is pumped from Tanks 9, 11, 12, and 14 
to Tanks 15 and 16 is further treated with aluminum 
sulfate or sulfuric acid. Tanks 15 and 16 are also 
heated to facilitate separation of oil and water. The 
water from Tanks 15 and 16 is pumped to Tank 10. 

Used oil is placed in Tank 17. 
separated by heating the oil to 
is removed and pumped into Tank 

Oil and water are 
180-200°F. The water 
10. 

Sludge from the process tanks and separators is loaded 
into a rollcoff box and stabilized with aluminum 
sulfate. It is then solidified with lime. The 
solidified sludge is disposed at a landfill. 

C. Wastestream Characterization 

From the records that I reviewed, it appears that at 
least 90 percent of the waste oil received at Sybill 
comes from Rouge Steel. Rouge Steel's waste oil comes 
from the tandem mill and pickling lines. Other 
generators that have shipped waste oil and/or 
wastewater to Sybill include Hygrade (waste grease and 
water), LTV Steel (tramp oil), City of Owasso (waste 
oil), and Ohigara (oily water). Shipments are not 
accompanied by uniform hazardous waste manifests. 

Waste shipments received at Sybill are "fingerprinted" 
for color match, pH, flash point, and oil/water ratios. 
The generators listed above provided Sybill with one­
time sample results for PCBs, ignitibility, 
corrosivity, reactivity, and the toxicity 
characteristic using the Toxicity Characteristic 
Leaching Procedure (TCLP). Rouge Steel's analysis 
report showed that the #7C Tandem Mill waste oil 
exceeded the regulatory level for chlordane and 
heptachlor. The #7A C M Pickling Line waste oil 
exceeded the regulatory level for barium. The analysis 
report is in Attachment 2. The wastes from the other 
generators did not exhibit any of the characteristics 
of hazardous waste. Additionally, no PCBs were 
detected by the generators. 
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D. Fate of Used Oil and Processed Used Oil 

Sybill processes used oil as described in Paragraph 
VII.B. The facility does not burn any oil in-house. 
Process steam is generated with a portable gas-fired 
boiler, which is operated by a contractor. 

According to Mr. Ahmed, Sybill did not market used oil 
prior to mid-February 1995. Before mid-February, 
processed used oil was sold or given to other 
marketers. The primary recipient of Sybill's used oil 
has been Michigan Marine Terminal in River Rouge, 
Michigan. An example of Sybill's shipping receipt and 
Michigan Marine Terminal's sales receipt are in 
Attachment 3. Attachment 3 also includes laboratory 
data and a receipt for processed used oil sold to 
Warner Petroleum. 

In February 1995, Sybill marketed processed used oil to 
two companies. On February 14, 1995, Sybill sold 8,500 
gallons of processed used oil to Usher Oil Company, 
9000 Roselawn, Detroit, Michigan 48204. The oil was 
sold as #4 fuel oil. Additionally, Sybill's shipping 
receipt described the oil as on-specification oil. Mr. 
Ahmed did not know whether the oil would be used as a 
fuel or a lubricant. On February 23, 1995, Sybill gave 
4,000 gallons of processed used oil to Buck's Oil 
Company, Inc., 30110 Beverly, Romulus, Michigan 48174. 
The oil was marketed as #4 fuel oil. Sybill's shipping 
receipt described the oil as on-specification oil. Mr. 
Ahmed did not know whether the oil would be used as a 
fuel or a lubricant. Buck's Oil Company's bill of 
lading included a notation that the used oil was 
subject to 40 CFR Part 266. The receipts and bills of 
lading for both transactions are in Attachment 4. 

E. Used Oil Specifications 

Mr. Ahmed told me that Usher Oil Company and Buck's Oil 
Company were provided with results of oil samples prior 
to delivery. On February 6, 1995, Sybill submitted a 
sample of oil (#4 fuel oil) to ACIS Laboratories for 
total metals and PCBs (total arochlor) analyses. The 
results are in Attachment 5. In addition to supplying 
metals and PCBs results, the receipt for oil given to 
Buck's Oil Company includes the flash point. The 
receipt is in Attachment 5. 
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 

DESCRIPTION 

Figures 1 and 2 

Sample Report for Rouge Steel's Waste Oil 

Select Shipping Receipts and Lab Data 
Associated with Sales to Michigan Marine 
Terminal and Warner Petroleum 

Receipts and Bills of Lading for Used Oil 
Marketed to Usher Oil Company and Buck's 
Oil Company 

Used Oil Specifications 
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Figure 1. Layout of Sybill, Inc. Not to scale. 
M. Conti 04/07/95 
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D-"3-- 01.- '::!'_::- l..;_. -' L 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUAliTY LABORATORIES, I' C. 
44075 Phoenix Drive 

Slerling Heights, Michigan 45314-1420 
(313) 731-1818 

Outside Michigan Dial l-80o- 368-5227 

Fox Une 313-731-2590 

i ' 
' CLIENT: : ,'·. Ml'C ENVIRONMENAL SAMPLE NO. 2704 

' 
\' i. 
,. 
;·' 

86Jl W. JEFFERSON AVE. 
DETROIT, MI 48209 

SAMPLE DE:SCRIPTION: JOB ~ 9 73 6 1 ROUGE STEEL CO. 

6907 li?C Tl\liDEM MILL OIL 

l DatQ Reported: 4/12/93 
Date Received: 3/24/93 

TCLP 
PEST~CIDES/H~RBIClDSS 

HETllOD 801)0/8150 

' ·.Ll _,!'!E~P!!A-..!!IDf!l.!liJ.:l C~O~N!!!S~'rLl"-'T".!U:!.!Ei!.!t!.dlTL_-!l.;C:,l,'O~N.!><CE.E!!H
'J;AcM~T~I,!,.!O>!!l!~m~gu/..oL""l\.£RE1~G~tJl.A~"".T,!,!O~R!~L!:!!E~V,f;~L 

l PESTICIDES \ I Cmq/:t.) 

I D020 \CHLORDANE \ 2.30 0.03 

.. ~~~D~O~l~2 ____ ~lP-EN!!D~R~I~N~----~~~*~L~E~S~S-~T~fi8N~-0~,0~1~0~~--
--~Q~,~0~2 __ ___ 

\ D031 \HEJ?TACHLQR 0,020 O.OOf;J 

'-~~----~--~~(&~e~p~o~x~i~d~ewl __ ~--------~O~-~O~l~3~~----~~-----

1~D~O~l~3~--~~~L~IN~DAN~E~--~~~~-
=~--0~.0~8~4~~--~~0~.~4 ____ __ 

D014 \METHOXYCHLQR LESS THAN 0.010 10.0 

D015 \TOXAPHENE LESS 'l'MN 0.010 0.5 

HERBICIQ.ES 
P016 \2,4-D LESS T!IAN 10 lQ,O 

l DO 1 7 : 2 ' 4 I 5-'tP:__ _ _,__L!;E£cSQ.,S~T!:..!HA.NJ.!l.[L21:.:•.!!0C-._.L-__ l=.:.!. 0:!__ __ 

l (SIL~X) 

*NOTE: TERM LESS TanH PEHOTES DETECT!ON LlMIT OF T!ST. 

-
·c 



ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY LABORATORIES, l~C. 

MPC I::NVIRON!1ENTAL 
GROUNDWATER SERVICES 
8631 W. JEFFERSON AVE 
DETROIT, MI 48209 

44075 Phoenix Drive 
Sterling Heights, Michigan 48314·1420 

(313) 731-1818 
Outside Michigan Dial l-8DO- 368-5227 

Fox Une 313-731-2590 

DATE RESUBMITTED: 5/3/93 
DATE REPORTE0:4/l2/93 
DATE RECEIVEDtJ/24/93 
LJ\B NO; 2702 

DESCRIPTION AND SAMPLE NUMBER: ROUGE STEEL CO. 

SAMPLE MATRIX: 
6905 #7A C M PICKLING LINE OiL 

REPORT OF ANALYSIS ''REVISED ~EPORT''*** I 
TCLP EXTRACTION - LEACHATE 

(all results in ppm or mg/l) 

EPA HW# 
0004 ARSE:NIC ; LESS THAN 0.10 DOOS BARIUM m 1273 0006 CADMIUM 1.0 0007 CHROME, TOT. = 1.0 

COPPER = LESS THAN 1.0 DOOB LEAD ; 1.4 0009 SILVER ; LESS THAN 1.0 DOlO ZINC ; 16.5 DOll SELENIU!1 3 LESS THAN 0.5 
MURCURY = LESS THAN 0.2 

IGNITABILITY ~ GT 21~ 0f 

EPA 
STANDARDS 
(ppm or mg/1) 

5.0 
100.0 

1.0 
5.0 

100.0 
5.0 

rLo 0.2& 
~5.0 

?soo.o 

I 
MET Hog 
SW 84J-B 

6 o ;z:o 
602i0 
60210 
6020 
602'0 
6020 
7470 
6020 
6020 
602 

CORROS IVl'l"l (pH) ; 5.0 
BELOW 140 DEGREE F 
SEC. 2.1.1 1010 

LESS THAN OR ~ TO Z OR 
GREATER THAN OR; 12.5 9040 REACTIVITY 

AS REACTIVE C'lANIDE ; LESS 'l'HAN 1. 0 mgjkg AS REACTIVE SULFIDE = LESS THAN 10.0 mg/kg 

TOTAL HALOGENS (TX) LESS THAN 0. 10 % 

9010 
9030 

0808 
*NOTE: TErut LESS THl\!f DENOTES DETECTION LIMIT OF TEST, *•NOTE: 11 TX 11 RESULT ltl\S ORIGINALLY INCORRECTLY REPORTED AS 11 OTAL 

CHLORINE", /) "~ "" .....,{ u•NOTE: SAMPLE DESCRIPTION CORRECTED TO 71H 'f'~dtfOST DY • 
JAMES TOMALIA, LAB SUPERVISOR __ ._ --------~L----,~~--~~~~--­
C . BLOOM , ASS I STANT LAB SUP ERV IS 0 R.=..,.....t:_,---.:.,---7''-'--!:oo4<'.;.upl..-"'f REFERENCES: SW 846. ALL CURRENT EDITIO tc 
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ATTACHMENT 3 



SYBILL, INC. 
W6.STE TREATMENT CENTER 
111 MILITARY .. 
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48209 
TELEPHONE: (313) 841-6190 

MICHIGAN MARINE TERMINAL 
RIVER ROUGE, Ml 

QTY 

SHIPPER # 

DATE: 

[ 1 

[ 1 

TYPE OF MATERIAL: UNSPEC E.P.A. FUEL 

GALLONS: ~·{t)o 

MANIFEST# 

Post-if' Fax Note 7671 Date'/ (7 flh' of 1> , . pages 

To !Lv<e fJ " . . C(/< tc~t'r/ 
From s· 'I .ta c 

Co./Dept. Co. 

Phone# . Phone# gy;- 6/'i 0 
Fax# ~~~·L-VObY Fax# \?9(-Pir(, 

REMITT ADDRESS: 
P.O. BOX 5006 
DEARBORN, MICHIGAN 48128 

DRIV~R 

TRAN8PORT~R, NN~ INC. TRUCK # ----------

COUNTER SIGNATURE ----------

SHIPPER SIGNATURE ----------



I 
I 

I ORiiGINAL 

Michigan lllrine Terminals 

DATE ~J/Lhu.'/?,_,ls~zCI..s.__: __ No.14312 
PO NO AI';L NO 

SOLD TO: TIME 
IN/OUT 

Lo;;o r/(Om s;BII.L 

SHIP TO: 

;;!?. 'Th'£ /lccoo# r o, B/L I 

ESr:t/2 #t9 
. 

METERED TEMP. PRODUCT OE.SaliPTION GALS. DEG. 

DIESEL FUEl. 

' FUEL OIL 

.UOO OIL 

tt 1!13 ?P' ~ 'EI'I? t1N .rJ. ~~ rt/€L 
',;' :.· . ·.· ••·.···· .• r,.;•, : ,. 1"~"~., ,,., .. 

Placard &UN Nee J 0 1993 · 
If noodod: (HM) · Combuotlble 

I c=J.1203 · .. 
· Flammoble 

API 

SPECIAL INSTIWCTIONQ 

Terminal 
Wor1<or 

Truck & 
Trailer No. 
YOUR SAI.E NO.' 

I 

PREVK>US SAlE NO.' 

I SULPHUR I 
Tank No. , 

Comer 
END DELIVERY 

STAAT DELIVERY 

i!~aJ: 
I· Drlv~r 

I 
S\011\lture 

RECEIVED QUANTITY, SHOWN AeOVE 
v 

: 
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/ ··­
' 

--1 
r-..: 

i ,, 
' 

I 
' 

. ·'' 

' '-, 
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/--
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... _. ·-··· ~---·· --· .... 
. ---- ·····---""' 

ACI S lABORATORil:3 
• o$.Tk011'. MJCI-IICA.N. ~.S20l 2600 CLlfFOR:J 

Phvn.t: 313-~-$ 

p 
i • ,.") · , I 

Cl ·y ~) / L.. (_. . -

() ,"'·' -r·· ,,..(1 ,... 
• • ' } '\ ,...,11...._) 

/ ... 
·. 

Votu .. et 

{!J<J0 
{j) ~\({[)i 1-1 l.._j 

@ {U47f/2_ 

If'.. 

til 35 ywl,. txv-~dtne~ In Conw!tlnll & A,ulyt!c.l ~n-lcn 
I ...... , • .... 
1 ·~ ..,l.-.. w "' .. u ., 

rs~:;;,r;··N~--;;_;·;·;;' ~ .. --·~·rr~~:r'Zh;;ti-o7d'ei~··~~ t~ u/ qT. 
I en 04 - ? 3 ,~ '. ! l 4 t t'i.) ~·~·---'-""''"·''-"''·!-blo!>.'<~ ........... ~.-~.~ .............. ~......v.f~if;o'l~---- ... -
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1 I 1 ·; 'r · 

c· }'-1) 

neliv•r*d 8YI 
sT&riit ure 



ATTACHMENT 4 



/ 
/ .,_ 

S'{BiLL, !!'!G. 
WASTE TFtEATMENT GE1HEfi 111 MILITARY DETROIT. MICHIG 'IN 46:<09 
TELEPHONE: (~13) i311 .. 6i90 

MICHIGAN MARINE TEP.~W\IAL RIVER ROUGE, Ml 

QTY 

[ 

I 

1 TYPE OF MATEFH,'\L: UNSPEC E.P.A. FUEL 

1 GALLONS: 
8 s-o 0' J o:-P •' 

MANIFEST # 
E p.t/ .oa ~(1-ee.. 

REMITT ADDHESS: 
P.O. OOX 6006 , DEARBORN, M!<;H!GI\N 

,:\ 

·--------------

4812.B 

. _ __..,-~ < \. . L ··- -·. . ____ .,...::: ___________ t __ DRIVER 

. ' TA;A.NSPOR:TEH: Nr'.t:: ,lNC. Tft!JGt'~ f;- ------~.~--~ --\ 

COUNTF.il SIGn:•,rt.HtE .-------------\ 

., ____ --·--~-

. \ \ ~,\ . \.' ~- l SHIPPER SIGNATURE----\-'-~:_-:: \ 

' . . i .• 

'• 

.. 

... ~ ' I~ 
~& F.i 

;,. 

~ "' •'- ' ~-.. 

~ ' --...: '>-
'>'!- '-1 -~ 

"' ~ 

E • ~ -"' 0 
m E 0 0 X 
0 "- " 

~ m 
"- u_ 

;::: 
!'.:<> <0 ,._ 

" "~ 
~ 

I 

" ""' 0 
'" 

'. z ,., 
>< l &, 

"' u.. 
• ,;, 
~ 

~ • • 0 .. Ill .., 0 

0 ~ 8 1l ~ II. "-



--usHER· 
OIL COMPANY 

. , . SD.fely recycling si11ce 1930 

9000 ROSELAWN 
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48204 

[31 31 834-7055 

) 

I • I \ ' · ... _ r i . ! t ~ 

Date _2-+/.!.._J 4'-1-j--'--'q 5,._· __ 

P.O. No. -------c-:-~ 
')----_ 

Bill To:----------------

'····. 

Pick ~p waste oil and water and transport to Usher Oil for disposal. 

- / o-·· C:._; (:__- ,-) i 
___ (._' _· ._X_. ___ • ____ GALS. 

(_ - . I
~ 

),{co 

__________ HOURS 

I \ 
I o \ \ 

Signed By ______________ ,\-'-. _\_· ..,_. _: \_. _' _L_-\ ___ \._·'-----,..·~_·._-:._··-_-_<-'_-----.,.-..c:r:..:<:..:·:.::.'":.:.'~· __ _ 
__ .--

..... 



\•V~\B -~- E THEJ\TM EN T C E ~-.;I ~: f\ 
li1 MH.!MHY 
DF.TROIT. MIGHIGA!'i ci¢?']" 
TELEPHUNE: {:3131 ~:;.j1 .. 1JHHl 

t~-4.fCHiGAN M/\fJfNt:: 1 E'qMff1l\i 111V<:n ROUGE. Ml 

QTY 

! l UHSPEC E.P.A. FUEL 

. ;,...-··· \ .. " ... 

[ ] GALLONS: 

MAN!FESl o! 

REM!TT ADDR'2Sf.L 
P.O. BOX 5QOG 
I)E.~",R80r:N. ~-U'~~HIG.AN 4P I?S 

oniVER 

tJOUNTF.H SlflN~.TVH~ 

' ' 

.·. 
·.- / -:'' i 

: 
-----------~-~ 

' ' ) : 

'· 

• .•. J!c 'I 

0--t ·/( ?1% 
£va1e.t t?,J2 
)Pc;:c£5 ;,g;: 
llt!? rJ J)z. I .,; 

f.-( t-'f_- 7 3oo 
1 /.!it!. f -t~c.:lf' <'_.;] UYZ : 

;: ,' 

.> 

• • 
\. 
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• 

' / 

-011 0 Beverly 
Romulus, Michigan 48174 

Buck's 011 Co., Inc. 
Waste Oils 

Waste Waters 

~ t'r BILL OF LADING ~ ~ 

DATE: ____ ~F~e~b~ru~a~r~y--23~'--1~99~5 ________ ___ 

1254 

(313) 388-7555 
(313) 728-3280 

FAX No. (313) 753-9111 

CUSTOMER: _.!?X]:)il,,l'-' _:I:::n~c"--. --------~-----­

ADDRESS: 111 Military 

CONTACT PERSON: Mohammid 

PHOt-.!,: NUMBER: 313-841-6190 

Detroit, MI 48209 

DIRECTIONS: 

sERVICE TIME: L~\ ~c...-rd 'o·A~-
ww TIME -:---:-:-=------­
Millin ~\~\~',~~~~·------­
sTART 

JOB DESCRIPTION: Trans)Xlrt recycled used oil from Sybill, Inc. to American Waste, 
' 

44141 Yost Rd., Belleville, MI-

:.., .. 
{ c \ 
:\ . 
/ .~.SPECIAL EQUIPMNT OR INSTRUCTIONS: 

.... 
This used oil is subject to EPA Regulations under· ·: 

'4(~:1.- • -

,.· 
? .. 
·~·. 

40 CFR Part 266. .. 
·r ., 

~'fo.--. -\c,'-"\\ ll . 
4-ooo TANKER NUMBER: "~ft.:_· ·-"'~o:::~.· ______ ___ NUMBER OF GALLONS/DRUMS: 

' 

t'l t'l SIGNATURES t'l t'l " 

CUSTOMER:_\_._!~-"-'. \~·£{...:..('\-'-S""'::\_,_, ...._, =~---+']___ DRIVER: b \~~Q h(\' : 
Original (White) • File (Yellow) • Sales (Pink) 



ATTACHMENT 5 



L~~u~~IURI~s ~Bs 3139641 40:=. , 
ACIS · LAB.ORATORIES 

2600CLIFFOAD 
(313) 964·3119 

. 
' 

D!:TROIT, MI. 48201 
FAX (313) 964·1203 

SPECIALISTS IN PETROLEUM TECHNOLOGY 

REPORT #9502-4420 
REPORT DATE: 2-10-95 

SYBILL, INC., 
lll Military 
Detroit, MI 48209 

Attn: Mr. Bill·Madias 

Sample of: Fuel Oil #4- 2-6-95. 

Servicgs Requested: Perfo~m Analysis to determine: 

Metals- EP~ 6010 
PCB- EP~·4059 

Dates of Analysis: 2-7-8-9-95 
Analyst: CR/DJ 

Results: 

P.O. *Verbal 

PARAMruB 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Copper 
Lead 
Nickel 
Silver 
Zinc 

EPA 6010 PPM 
------------------------------------1.5 ------------------------------------3.0 
-----------------------------------~1.0 
----------------------------------- 2.5 ----------------------------------- 2.0 ----------------------------------- 1.8 -----------------------------------=1.0 -----------------------------------=1.0 
-----~----------------------------- s.s Iron ----------------------------------- 230 Note: = denotes less than. 

(Total Arochlor) -----------------------N/0 =1.0 PPM •v~- METHOD DETECTION LIMIT------------- 1.0 PPM 
N/D ,denotes None Detec.teo. 

--------------
F·. 02 



U.S.ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION V 

EASTERN DISTRICT OFFICE 

STATE NOTIFICATION OF INSPECTION 

Authority: __ SECTION 114(d)(l)-CLEAN AIR ACT, AS AMENDED 

__ CWA, __ TSCA,_{_RCRA, __ SWDA 

Source Name Sybr'l\ 1.!1'\L. 

Address II I Hd,'ta-rf Ave. 

City Detrcd 
State t··hd-,• at-. 

Person Notified To'M. Scr.,.enberj 

Title envt'ror...Me..,tat '!.volt'ty C\l'l.aly.st 

Organization MDNR.- Wast• H~f· ,O,'v. 

Date of Notification __ ~~=-~2~3~-_,wS~------------------------------

Planned Date of Inspection __ ~~--2~--q~~---------------------------

Purpose of Inspection(complaince monitoring,FnforcaiEilt Divisim request etc.) 

R C.RA El'\f<Yc:e'Y'<:,.,t 13rc.r.cb t>-cq .Je-st Cpa,.l..f """.J~hMeolt ~ •il.spdro..J 

Scope __ LR~G~R~A~v~~~J~o~··t~~~·"-'~.Fe~cct~•o~bo_-----------------------------

Person Giving Notice~}~la~r~k~E~·~C~on~t~i~---------------------------

Title Envirorunental Enoineer 

Organization __ E=S~D~/~E~DC~----------------------------------------

~~.c.w;,· 
(signature) 

(A copy of this notification must accompany each Air inspection report). 

For all other types of inspections include with file copy of report. 



From : 
To: 
Date: 
Subject : 

SUE BRAUER 
VALENTINO-MICHAEL 
5/6/99 9:29am 
MEETI NG RESCHEDULED -Reply -Reply 

Mike, I typically like to review shipping documents, certifications received 
and sent, and analytical data for incoming and out-bound shipments of used 
oil. 

Are you announcing the inspection? 
Sue Brauer 
>>> MICHAEL VALENTINO 04/30/99 09 :21am >>> 

Inspection Team Members: 

Could everyone please provide me, at our meeting, with a list of what 
documents you would want Dearborn to produce either during or in advance of 
our inspection in order for you to determine the facility's compliance stat ? 

Thank you, 
Mike 



I visited the Sybil! (SRS) facility in Detroit on Tues, March 19th. I drove around the site twice. I 
parked on Military Avenue along the east entrance to the office complex and processing area (to 
the east of Military Ave and west of Cavalry Ave, Sybil! owns two 250,000 gal steel storage tanks). 
I took several photos. From what I could gather, it appears that there is no activity at the site. 
The gates on Military Ave were chained and padlocked. The control building which houses the lab 
on the 2nd floor was also padlocked. I observed two louvered windows opened on the east side of 
the control bldg. All other windows were closed on the 2nd floor; there are no windows on the 1st 
level. I did not observe any lights on in the control building. The day was mostly overcast, but I 
did not observe any discharge from the scrubber stack. I spent about 10-15 minutes outside the 
facility and did not notice any objectionable odors··· which were present when I visited the facility 
while it was operating. I observed and photographed nine (approx) 8000 - 10,000 gal tankers 
parked in the bermed parking area to the north of Tanks 3 and 4. There was no evidence of 
spillage. A small (approx 3000 - 5000 gal) tanker truck was parked along the Military Ave 
fenceline just to the north of the control building. I was not able to tell if the truck had been there 
for any length of time. There were no fresh tire tracks behind the truck, however. A tanker was 
left parked at one of the unloading bays to the north of the process bldg. I did not observe any 
hose connections in place. From all appearances, I would say the facility is inactive. 



'•.··PLUNKETT 
·COONEY 

Mr. Bryan Holtrop 

November 23, 1998 

505 North Woodward 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 

Enforcement & Compliance Assurance Branch (DRE-9J) 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region5 
77 W. Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590 

Re: Complaint and Compliance Order 
Sybill, Incorporated 
EPAI.D. No.: MIROOO 022 400 
Complaint No.: 5-RCRA-011-98 

Dear Mr. Holtrop: 

(248) 901-4000 
Fax (248) 901-4040 
www.plunkettlaw.com 

Pursuant to the United States Environmental Protection Agency's Complaint 
and Compliance Order No. 5-RCRA-011-98 filed against respondent Sybill, Incorporated 
on September 24, 1998, we hereby request an informal settlement conference to discuss 
the facts of this case and arrive at a possible settlement. We hereby request that if such 
a settlement conference cannot be held before December 15, 1998, that id be held no 
earlier than January 10, 1999 to avoid conflicts with the holiday schedules. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at the number below. 

Best regards, 

C]JL~ b. ~1M-61~~ 

RDC:ae 
cc: Mr. Bill Madias 

Richard D. Connors 
Direct Dial: (248) 901-4050 

Mr. Gary D. Berndt, CHMM 
Mr. Tom Turner 
Ms. Joanne Merrick 

05455.20623.185210 

Detroit Flint Gaylord Grand Rapids Kalamazoo 

Mt. Clemens Petoskey 

Lansing 

Pittsburgh 

Marquette Bloomfield 
Hills 



DPLUNKETT 
<:COONEY 

Regional Hearing Clerk, (R-19J) 

November 23, 1998 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 
77 W. Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590 

Re: Complaint and Compliance Order 
Sybill, Incorporated 
EPALD. No.: MIROOO 022 400 

··~···Complaint No.: 5-RCRA-011-98 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

505 North Woodward 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, Ml 48304 

(248) 901-4000 
Fax (248) 901-4040 
www.plunkettlaw.com 

Pursuant to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's Complaint and 
Compliance Order No. 5-RCRA-011-98, dated September 24, 1998, respondent Sybill, 
Incorporated hereby requests a hearing in accordance with the Administrative 
Procedure Act (the "APA''), 5 U.S.C. §§551 et. seq. 

Please provide me with copies of any written rules or procedures under which 
such a hearing will be conducted. In addition, please notify me directly of any 
scheduled or proposed hearing dates. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at the number below. 

Best regards, 

C3!1:J) 1. tloo(/)7? 
Richard D. Connors 

Direct Dial: (248) 901-4050 

RDC:ae 
cc: Mr. Bill Madias 

Mr. Gary D. Berndt, CHMM 
Mr. Tom Turner 
Mr. Bryan Holtrop 
Ms. Joanne Merrick 

05455.20623.185195 

Detroit Flint Gaylord 

Mt. Clemens 

Grand Rapids Kalamazoo Lansing 

Petoskey Pittsburgh 

Marquette Bloomfield 
Hills 



F;-~)~L''"'~:;: _l: C'lr)'!:.:·_,,, ,., 

\ttu:J;l'\ ~ ,~ cd C!JL:;c-,,,;; lh 

- L.l',\ 

November 23, 1998 

Regional Hearing Clerk, (R-19J) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 
77 West Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590 

Re:'" Complaint and Compliance Order 
Sybill, Incorporated 
EPA I.D. No.: MIROOO 022 400 
Complaint No.: 5-RCRA-011-98 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

505 North Woodward 
Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 

(248) 901-4000 
Fax (248) 901-4040 
www.plunkettlaw.com 

Enclosed herein please find the Answer to Complaint, Request for Hearing, 
Affirmative Defenses, and Proof of Service for Respondent Sybill, Incorporated. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at the number below. 

Best regards, 

CJ£:1?,~4~ 
Direct Dial: (248) 901-4050 

RDC:ae 
Enclosures 
cc: Mr. Bill Madias 

Mr. Gary D. Berndt, CHMM 
Mr. Tom Turner 
Mr. Bryan Holtrop 
Ms. Joanne Merrick 

05455.20623.185202 

Detroit Flint Gaylord 

Mt. Clemens 

Grand Rapids Kalamazoo 

Petoskey 

Lansing 

Pittsburgh 

Marquette Bloomfield 
Hills 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGIONV 

INRE: 

SYBILL, INCORPORATED 
Ill MILITARY AVENUE 
DETROIT, Michigan 48209 

U.S. EPA ID No. MIR 000 022 400 

Respondent 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

DOCKET NO. 5-RCRA-011-98 

RESPONDENT SYBILL, INC.'S ANSWER 
AND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES TO COMPLAINT. 

COMPLIANCE ORDER, and 
NOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING 

NOW COMES, Respondent SYBIL, INCORPORATED ("Sybill"), by and 

through its attorneys, Plunkett & Cooney, P.C., and in Answer to the UNITED 

STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY'S ("EPA'') Complaint, 

Compliance Order, and Notice of Opportunity For Hearing, dated September 24, 1998, 

states as follows: 

I 
GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 

1. Paragraph 1 of the Complaint is a statement oflaw or legal conclusion and as such 

requrres no response. 

2. Paragraph 2 of the Complaint is a statement oflaw or legal conclusion and as such 

requrres no response. 

3. Paragraph 3 is admitted. 

4. Paragraph 4 is denied for the reason that it is untrue. Respondent Sybill never 

intended to transport, receive, or treat hazardous waste at the facility located at Ill 



Military Avenue, Detroit, Michigan, and as such never fit within the definition of 

"person" as defined at Section 1004(15) ofRCRA, 42 U.S. C. §6903(15). 

5. Paragraph 5 is admitted. 

6. Paragraph 6 of the Complaint is a statement of law or legal conclusion and as such 

requires no response. To the extent that Paragraph 6 contains allegations of fact, 

Respondent is without sufficient information to form a belief as to the truthfulness of 

the allegations, and therefore leaves EPA to their proofs. 

7. Paragr.aph 7 of the Complaint is a statement of law or legal conclusion andij,S such 

requires no response. To the extent that Paragraph 7 contains allegations of fact, 

Respondent is without sufficient information to form a belief as to the truthfulness of 

the allegations, and therefore leaves EPA to their proofs. 

8. Paragraph 8 of the Complaint is a statement of law or legal conclusion and as such 

requires no response. 

9. Paragraph 9 of the Complaint is a statement of law or legal conclusion and as such 

requires no response. To the extent that Paragraph 9 contains allegations of fact, 

Respondent is without sufficient information to form a belief as to the truthfulness of 

the allegations, and therefore leaves EPA to their proofs. 

10. Paragraph 10 of the Complaint is a statement oflaw or legal conclusion and as such 

requiies no response. To the extent that Paragraph 10 contains allegations of fact, 

Respondent is without sufficient information to form a belief as to the truthfulness of 

the allegations, and therefore leaves EPA to their proofs. 

2 



11. Paragraph 11 of the Complaint is a statement oflaw or legal conclusion and as such 

requires no response. To the extent that Paragraph 11 contains allegations of fact, 

Respondent is without sufficient information to form a belief as to the truthfulness of 

the allegations, and therefore leaves EPA to their proofs. 

12. Paragraph 12 of the Complaint is a statement oflaw or legal conclusion and as such 

requires no response. To the extent that Paragraph 12 contains allegations of fact, 

Respondent is without sufficient information to form a belief as to the truthfulness of 

the allegations, and therefore leaves EPA to their proofs. 

13. To the extent that Paragraph 12 contains allegations of fact, Respondent is without 

sufficient information to form a belief as to the truthfulness of the allegations, and 

therefore leaves EPA to their proofs. 

14. Respondent admits that EPA sent an information request to Respondent on or 

about September 18, 1995 requesting information regarding used oil management 

activities. The remainder of paragraph 14 of the Complaint contains statements of law 

or legal conclusion and as such requires no response. 

15. Respondent admits that it submitted a written letter, dated October 20, 1995, to 

EPA's September 18, 1995 request. 

16. Paragraph 16 of the Complaint is a statement oflaw or legal conclusion and as such 

requrres no response. 

17. Respondent admits that EPA's September 18, 1995 information request requested a 

detailed description of the used oil operations carried out by the Respondent. 

Respondent further admits that it October 20, 1995 written letter contained a 

3 



marketing brochure. To the extent that the remainder of paragraph 17 of the 

Complaint contains allegations of fact concerning documents supplied, Respondent 

answers that the documents speak for themselves and to the extent that paragraph 17 

contains allegations characterizing the documents supplied, Respondent leaves EPA to 

its proofs. 

18. Respondent Sybill admits that EPA's information request of September 18, 1995 

requested documents for all shipments of used oil accepted by Respondent Sybill. 

Respondent further admits that Sybill's response of October 20, 1995 proyided a 
- - --- -

limited sampling of manifests in accordance with a verbal agreement between EPA and 

Sybill to limit the response to a limited sampling of manifests during the years 1992 

through 1995. To the extent that the remainder of paragraph 18 of the Complaint 

contains allegations of fact or characterizations of documents, Respondent Sybill is 

without sufficient information to form a belief as to the truthfulness of the allegations 

or characterizations, and therefore leaves EPA to its proofs. 

19. Respondent Sybill admits that EPA's information request of September 18, 1995 

requested documentation for all shipments of used oil accepted by Respondent for 

processing and/or re-refining since September 10, 1992, and shipped to a used oil 

burner, processor/re-refiner, or disposal facility. Respondent Sybill answers further 

that its response of October 20, 1995 contained statements that are now the subject of 

this enforcement action and as such are in dispute. To the extent that the remainder of 

paragraph 19 of the Complaint contains allegations of fact or characterizations of 

documents, Respondent Sybill is without sufficient information to form a belief as to 

4 



the truthfulness of the allegations or characterizations, and therefore leaves EPA to its 

proofs. 

20. Respondent Sybill admits that EPA's September 18, 1995 information request 

requested information about the analyses and ultimate disposition of certain used oil 

fuel shipments referred to in documents discovered during the March 2, 1995, EPA 

inspection. Respondent Sybill answers further that its response of October 20, 1995 

contained statements that are now the subject of this enforcement action and as such 

are in dispute. To the extent that the remainder of paragraph 20 of the Con; plaint 

contains allegations of fact or characterizations of documents, Respondent Sybill is 

without sufficient information to form a belief as to the truthfulness of the allegations 

or characterizations, and therefore leaves EPA to its proofs. 

21. Respondent Sybill admits that EPA's September 18, 1995 information request 

requested documentation for each shipment of off-specification used oil fuel sent to a 

burner since September 10, 1992. Respondent Sybill answers further that its response 

of October 20, 1995 contained statements that are now the subject of this enforcement 

action and as such are in dispute. To the extent that the remainder of paragraph 21 of 

the Complaint contains allegations of fact or characterizations of documents, 

Respondent Sybill is without sufficient information to form a belief as to the 

truthfulness of the allegations or characterizations, and therefore leaves EPA to its 

proofs. 

22. Respondent Sybill admits that it submitted a Notification Of Regulated Waste 

Activity form to the State of Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, on or 

5 



about March 18, 1997. Respondent Sybill answers further that the Notification of 

regulated Waste Activity contained statements that are now the subject of this 

enforcement action and as such are in dispute. To the extent that the remainder of 

paragraph 22 of the Complaint contains allegations of fact or characterizations of 

documents, Respondent Sybill is without sufficient information to form a belief as to 

the truthfulness of the allegations or characterizations, and therefore leaves EPA to its 

proofs. 

23. Respon.dent Sybill admits. 

24. Paragraph 24 of the Complaint contains allegations of fact and characterizations of 

verbal communications; Respondent Sybill is without sufficient information to form a 

belief as to the truthfulness of the allegations or characterizations, and therefore leaves 

EPA to its proofs. 

25.Denied. 

COUNT ONE- FAILURE TO NOTIFY 

26. Respondent Sybill's answers to paragraphs 1 through 25 of the Complaint are 

incorporated herein by reference as though set forth here in full. 

27. Paragraph 27 of the Complaint is a statement of law or legal conclusion and as such 

requrres no response. 

28. Paragraph 28 of the Complaint contains allegations of fact and characterizations of 

verbal and written communications; Respondent Sybill is without sufficient 

information to form a belief as to the truthfulness of the allegations or 

characterizations, and therefore leaves EPA to its proofs. 
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29. Paragraph 29 of the Complaint is a statement of law or legal conclusion and as such 

requrres no response. 

COUNT TWO- STORAGE AND TREATMENT WITHOUT PERMIT 

30. Respondent Sybill's answers to paragraphs 1 through 29 of the Complaint are 

incorporated herein by reference as though set forth here in full. 

31. Paragraph 31 of the Complaint is a statement oflaw or legal conclusion and as such 

requires no response. 

32. Paragraph 32 of the Complaint is a statement oflaw or legal conclusion and;:t~ such 

requrres no response. 

33. Respondent Sybill admits that EPA's information request of September 18, 1995 

requested documents for all shipments of used oil accepted by Sybill for processing 

and/or re-refining since September 10, 1992. Respondent further admits that Sybill's 

response of October 20, 1995 provided a limited sampling of martifests in accordance 

with a verbal agreement between EPA and Sybill to limit the response to a limited 

sampling of manifests during the years 1992 through 1995. To the extent that the 

remainder of paragraph 33 of the Complaint contains allegations of fact or 

characterizations of documents, Respondent Sybill is without sufficient information to 

form a belief as to the truthfulness of the allegations or characterizations, and therefore 

leaves-EPA to its proofs. 

34. Respondent Sybill admits that its October 20, 1995 response to EPA's information 

request included manifests and accompanying analytical results for used oil supposedly 

from shipments accepted by Respondent from the Rouge Steel Company. However, the 

7 



remainder of the allegations contained in paragraph 34 of the Complaint are denied 

because they are untrue. Information received subsequently from Rouge Steel 

Company indicates that the April 12, 1993 sample, and the analysis used to prepare a 

waste characterization, was in error and not representative of the waste destined for 

the Sybill facility. A subsequent sample taken by Rouge Steel Company on July 2, 

1993, and that analysis showed no detectable Chlordane or Heptachlor. According to 

Rouge Steel Company, the April 12, 1993 sample analysis was in error and should have 

been purged from the file, however, because it was not purged, a student ,intern 

mistakenly used it to support the waste characterization sent to Sybil in 1995. A copy 

of the April 28, 1998 letter from D.S. Windeler, Manager Environmental Engineering, 

Rouge Steel Company is attached as EXHIBIT 1. 

35. The allegations contained in paragraph 35 of the Complaint are denied because 

they are untrue. Information received subsequently from Rouge Steel Company 

indicates that the April 12, 1993 sample, and the analysis used to prepare a waste 

characterization, was in error and not representative of the waste destined for the 

Sybill facility. A subsequent sample taken by Rouge Steel Company on July 2, 1993, 

and that analysis showed no detectable Chlordane or Heptachlor. According to Rouge 

Steel Company, the April 12, 1993 sample analysis was in error and should have been 

purged from the file, however, because it was not purged, a student intern mistakenly 

used it to support the waste characterization sent to Sybil in 1995. A copy of the April 

28, 1998letter from D.S. Windeler, Manager Environmental Engineering, Rouge Steel 

Company is attached as EXHIBIT 1. 
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36.Denied. 

37. Paragraph 37 of the Complaint is a statement oflaw or legal conclusion and as such 

requrres no response. 

38. Respondent Sybill admits that it submitted analytical results to the EPA on or 

about May 19, 1998, for analytical dated October 25, 1995. To the extent that the 

remainder of paragraph 38 of the Complaint contains allegations of fact or 

characterizations of documents, RBspondent Sybill is without sufficient information to 

form a bel!~f as to the truthfulness of the allegations or characterizations, and th~refore 

leaves EPA to its proofs. 

39. Respondent Sybill admits that it submitted analytical results to the EPA on or 

about May 22, 1998, for analytical dated July 24, 1997, October 7, 1997, and January 

15, 1998. To the extent that the remainder of paragraph 39 of the Complaint contains 

allegations of fact or characterizations of documents, RBspondent Sybill is without 

sufficient information to form a belief as to the truthfulness of the allegations or 

characterizations, and therefore leaves EPA to its proofs. 

40. Respondent Sybill admits that it submitted analytical results to the EPA on or 

about June 8, 1998, for analytical dated August 12, 1996 and April 10, 1997. To the 

extent that the remainder of paragraph 40 of the Complaint contains allegations of fact 

or characterizations of documents, RBspondent Sybill is without sufficient information 

to form a belief as to the truthfulness of the allegations or characterizations, and 

therefore leaves EPA to its proofs. 
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41. Respondent Sybill denies the allegation contained in paragraph 41 of the Complaint 

for the reason that they are not true. 

42. Respondent Sybill denies the allegation contained in paragraph 42 ofthe Complaint 

for the reason that they are not true. 

43. Respondent Sybill denies the allegation contained in paragraph 43 of the Complaint 

for the reason that they are not true. 

COUNT III- TRANSPORTING WITHOUT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 

44. Respp11dent Sybill's answers to paragraphs 1 through 43 of the Compl~t are 

incorporated herein by reference as though set forth here in full. 

45. Paragraph 45 of the Complaint is a statement oflaw or legal conclusion and as such 

requrres no response. 

46. Respondent Sybill admits that EPA's information request of September 18, 1995, 

requested documentation for all shipments for which the Respondent acted as a 

transporter since September 10, 1992. To the extent that the remainder of paragraph 

46 of the Complaint contains allegations of fact or characterizations of documents, 

Respondent Sybill is without sufficient information to form a belief as to the 

truthfulness of the allegations or characterizations, and therefore leaves EPA to its 

proofs. 

47. To-the extent that paragraph 47 of the Complaint contains allegations of fact or 

characterizations of documents, Respondent Sybill is without sufficient information to 

form a belief as to the truthfulness of the allegations or characterizations, and therefore 

leaves EPA to its proofs. 
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48. Respondent Sybill denies the allegation contained in paragraph 48 of the Complaint 

for the reason that they are not true. 

49. Paragraph 49 of the Complaint is a statement of law or legal conclusion and as such 

requires no response. 

II 

COMPLIANCE ORDER 

Respondent Sybill has taken steps to comply with all of the requirements of the 

Compliangl0rder, as modified by mutual agreement. 

III 

PROPOSED CIVIL PENALTY 

Respondent Sybill contests the appropriateness of the proposed civil penalty of 

EIGHT HUNDRED SIXTY FOUR THOUSAND SEVEN HUNDRED SEVENTY 

THREE DOLLARS ($864, 773) pursuant to Section 3008(c) and 3008(g) of RCRA, 42 

U.S.C. § 6928 for the violations alleged in this Complaint. Respondent Sybill contests 

the facts alleged above in this Complaint. Respondent Sybill further questions the 

process used by the EPA to consider the seriousness of the violations cited herein, the 

potential harm to human health and the environment, the continuing nature of the 

violations, and the ability of the Respondent Sybill, to pay penalties. 

IV 

RESPONDENT SYBILL REQUESTS A HEARING 

In accordance with the Administrative Procedure Act (the APA), 5 U.S. C. §§ 551 

et seq., Respondent Sybill hereby requests a hearing to contest material facts contained 
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in this Complaint and Compliance Order, and/or to contest the appropriateness of the 

proposed compliance schedule or amount of the penalty. Respondent Sybill 

understands that the hearing will be held and conducted in accordance with the 

provisions ofthe AP A, 5 U.S.C. §§ 551 et seq., and the "Consolidated Rules of Practice 

Governing the Administrative Assessment of Civil Penalties and the Revocation or 

Suspension of Permits," 40 CFR Part 22. 

v 

SETTLEMENT CONFERENCE 

Respondent Sybill, hereby respectfully requests an informal conference in order 

to discuss the facts of this case and to arrive at a settlement. Respondent Sybill, 

requests that if an informal settlement conference cannot take place before December 

15, 1998, that it then be held after January 10, 1999. 

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 

1. Respondent Sybill did not accept or handle hazardous waste from Rouge Steel 

Company. Testimony and documentation from Rouge Steel Company will show that 

all used oil received by Respondent Sybill, from Rouge Steel Company, from 1992 to 

present was non-hazardous. 

2. Respondent Sybill did not fail to notify EPA, or the State of Michigan, of regulated 

used o-il marketing activities. 

3. Respondent Sybill did not fail to comply with the federal regulations regarding the 

need for a U.S. EPA identification number for the transportation of hazardous waste. 

4. The Complaint fails to state a claim on which relief can be granted. 

12 



5. The claims are barred by the applicable Statute of Limitations. 

Date: November 23, 1998 

05455.20623.185032 
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Respectfully submitted, 

~~ R HARD D. CONNORS (P 40749) 
Plunkett & Cooney, P.C. 
Attorneys for Respondent Sybill 
505 N. Woodward Ave., Suite 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 
Phone: (248) 901-4050 
Fax: (248) 901-4040 
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fi ROUGE 
STEEL 
COMPANY 

Mr. Gary Berndt, Compliance Officer 
SRS Environmental 
111 Military 
Detroit MI 48209 

CONFIDENTIAL 
3001 Miller Road 
P. 0. Box 1699 
Dearborn. Michigan 48121-1699 

April 28, 1998 

Subject: Questions on Aprill2, 1993 analysis report for #7C Tandem Mill Oil 

Dear Mr. Berndt: 

It is my understanding that there is a question on the characterization of the #7 C Tandem Mill 
Oil waste stream from Rouge Steel, because the subject analysis report showed regulated levels of 
chlordane and heptachlor. To the best of our knowledge, this waste stream never has contained 
these substances. I have discussed the subject analysis report with the former Rouge Steel 
environmental engineer who handled the analysis. The environmental engineer was Fred Fung, 
who left Rouge Steel to work for another company in August 1993. Mr. Fung recalled the situation 
specifically because he was surprised that the analysis report indicated the presence of the two 
pesticides in the waste stream. Because this result was unexpected, he surveyed the operating areas 
and personnel to determine if there was any usage of pesticides or products which might contain 
pesticides. Finding no such usage, he had a second sample of the same waste stream analyzed by 
another lab. This sample showed no pesticides. Based on this analysis and his investigation, Mr. 
Fung concluded at that point that the original analysis was in error. 

Our recent follow-up investigation verified that there was indeed a second analysis of the #7C 
Tandem Mill Oil waste stream, by Canton Analytical Laboratories, for a July 2, 1993 sample, and 
that analysis showed no detectable Chlordane or Heptachlor. (Copy enclosed.) However, the 
erroneous April 12, 1993 report was also found in the analysis file. That erroneous analysis was 
apparently used in 1995 by a student intern, who was working in the Rouge Steel Environmental 
Department, to prepare a waste characterization for waste destined for Sybil!, Inc .. now SRS 
EnvironmentaL Based on our discussion with Mr. Fung, the April 12, 1993 analysis should not 
have been used for a waste characterization. However, Mr. Fung was no longer working at Rouge 
Steel and at that point had no involvement in preparing any Rouge Steel waste characterization. 
Consequently, the error went undetected by the Environmental Department. A formal procedure is 
being prepared by the Environmental Department to prevent recurrence of this type of situation. 

The intern, who now works for another company, has no specific recollection of preparing the 
waste characterization sent to Sybil!. A reasonable conclusion is that he assumed the analysis was 
valid because it was retained in file, and therefore sent a copy to Sybill with the waste 
characterization without a detailed review of the contents. We believe the analysis of the July 2, 



CONFIDENTIAL 
1993 sample was the appropriate analysis for the 1995 Waste Characterization and are providing a 
copy for your use. 

Our further investigation has included interviews with the supplier of the product, and with 
Rouge personnel responsible for the operations generating the waste stream in 1995 and 
at present. Review of the MSDS for the oil shows no pesticide ingredients. The supplier of the 
Tandem Mill Oil (Henkel) reports that they have never used chlordane or heptachlor in their 
manufacturing operation and that no pesticides have been added to product supplied to Rouge Steel. 
The Rouge operating personnel report that no pesticides have been added to the Tandem Mill Oil or 
used in the operating area. Based on this information, we do not have reason to believe that 
chlordane or heptachlor were present in the waste stream. 

It is likely that the pesticides were present at the laboratory analyzing the waste stream. Such 
pesticides may have been present as standards for purposes of calibration and quality assurance, or 
in samples Jrpm other sources. Thus, there may have been an opportunity for cross-conta,mination 
of samples during analysis in the laboratory, which suggests an explanation for the erroneous April 
12, 1993 analysis report. 

We also have conducted a recent analysis of the waste stream. The analysis report of the recent 
sample shows no detectable heptachlor or chlordane (report enclosed). 

We believe that the results of our investigation of the history of the analyses and of the product 
and its usage provide a reasonable basis for our conclusion that the Aprill2, 1993 analysis report 
was in error, and that the #7C Tandem Mill Oil waste stream has not contained chlordane or 
heptachlor. 

Please contact the undersigned at (313) 845-3217, if you have any questions or comments on 
this information. 

Very truly yours, 
ROUGE STEEL COMPANY 

() 0 /)/'1 / / 
~x ;J_ /(jt! lu.b~ 
D. S. Windeler 
Manager, Environmental Engineering 

Enclosures 



II ROUGE 
STEEL 
COMPANY 

Date: May 18, 1998 

Name: Bryan Holtrop 

Organization: US EPA 

Type of Contact: Telephone call 

cm~FIOENTIAL 
Inter Office 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONTACT NOTE 

Copy: D. T. Crosby, C. B. Johnson, M. Szymanski, 
T. Schnell (DK&W), G. Berndt (SRS) 

Telephone No. (312) 392-5103 

Purpose of Contact: To follow-up on the information Rouge Steel provided to SRS regarding the analyses 
of the tandem mill oil waste stream. 

Holtrop asked if there were any interim analyses between the July 1993 analysis and the March 1998 
analysis. I said that I had not found any so far, but am not certain that my search is complete. 

Holtrop asked that we forward any we find to him. 

Holtrop asked where the waste stream is generated and if it is mixed with any other oils. I said that I believe 
the waste stream is generated.in one or two pits at the Tandem Mill and that other oils are not mixed with it 
before it is removed by the contractor, which is SRS. 

Holtrop asked how long RSC has sent the material to Sybil!, now SRS? I said that we had looked at the 
records readily available and not determined when we started using Sybil!. They and one other contractor 
have handled the oily waste streams. Sybill/SRS has handled it in recent years and to go back further, we 
would have to look at the invoices, which would identifY the material. I am not certain that the invoices are 
held more than two years. 

Holtrop asked how long the process has been operated. I said the cold mill has been operated by Rouge 
Steel since 1989. · I said that I believe that the same oil has been used for the entire period of operation. 

Holtrop asked if the material hauled in 1992 was tandem mill oil. The description on the manifest is "(he 
read a generic description), and was given a code of 020L and .021 L." I said that sounds like the State of 
Michigan generic code for waste oil, which would not distinguish between the tandem mill oil and e.g., 
hydraulic oil. 

Holtrop asked what a total shipment of 30,000 gallons on August 2, 1992 might represent. I said I could not 
say, it would be speculation. 

Holtrop thanked me for the response. 

* * * 



LUI~FIOENTIAL 
Holtrop called back and asked what percent oil might be in the waste stream. I asked Charles Johnson, and 
then told Holtrop "about 2%." I also.said the oil was used on the tandem mill at between 5 and 10% in 
water. 

Recommendations: None 

Actions Required: Distribute this contact note. 

f\ r· 
By: D. S. Windeler ,l'11V1 

2 of2 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGIONV 

INRE: 

SYBILL, INCORPORATED 
111 MILITARY AVENUE 
DETROIT, Michigan 48209 

U.S. EPA ID No. MIR 000 022 400 

DOCKET NO. 5-RCRA-011-98 

Respondent 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

I, Andrea Edwards, state that on the 23rd day of November, 1998, I m\1-iled a 

copy of Respondent Sybill, Inc.'s Answer and Affirmative Defenses to Complaint, 

Compliance Order, and Notice of Opportunity for Hearing to the following individuals: 

Mr. Bill Madias 
SRS Environmental 
P.O. Box 5006 
Dearborn, Michigan 48128 

Mr. Gary D. Berndt, CHMM 
Compliance Officer 
Sybill, Incorporated d/b/a 
SRS Environmental 
111 Military 
Detroit, MI 48209-4102 

Mr.Bryan Holtrop 
Enforcement & Compliance Assurance Branch (DRE-9J) 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 
77 W. Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590 

Ms. Joanne Merrick 
Michigan department of Environmental Quality 
Waste Management Division 
P.O. Box 30241 
Lansing, Michigan 48909-77 41 



via first class United States mail with sufficient postage affixed thereto, and via 

facsimile and UPS Next Day Air to: 

Mr. Tom Turner 
Office of Regional Counsel (C-14J) 
77 West Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, Illinois 60604Fax: 312-886-0747 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

" 
tz1//J! lkt cf-i!tW tll!lt!J' __/ 

Andrea Edwards 
PLUNKETT & COONEY, P.C. 
505 N. Woodward, Ste. 3000 
Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48304 
(248) 901-4058 



) 

~SENDER: 
"CC • Cornpl&i .. ;terns 1 and/or 2 for additional services. 

I also wish to receive the 

following services (for an 

'iii •Complete items 3, 4a, and 4b. 
, 

Gl • Print your name and address on the reverse of this fonr. so that we can return this 

l!! card to you. 

fJ extra fee): 

~ ... > • Attach this form to the front of the mail piece, or on the back if space does not 1. 0 Addressee's Address -;; 

- permit. 

._ 

11 •Write"Retum Receipt Requested" on the mailpiece below the article number. 2. 0 Restricted Delivery ~ 

£ •The Return Receipt will show to whom the article was delivered and the date 
.. 

delivered. 
Consult postmaster for fee. c. 

c 
0 

"CC 

~ a. 
~ 
u 
en 
en w 
a: 
0 
0 
< 

~~~~~----~-----------------------,,
4~a-.~A-.m~·c71e~N~u-m7b_e_r-------------

-----~ 

~ -\~n- '1~ '3- 9~e:, a: 

~~'~~-=----------------------- ~ 
4b. Service Type -; 

0 R~gistered ~rtified -;, 

0 Express Mail 0 Insured ·~ 

0 Retum Receipt for Merchandise 0 COD :::J 

~~~~=-~-----------------
-----0 

7. Date of Delivery :I 
0 

~~~~~~~~~--~-=~~~----------~a~.~A~d~d~re_s_s_e-e'~s~A~d~d~re_s_s_
(~O~n~ly~ff-re_q_u_e_s~w-d~~ 

and tee is paid) _.! ... 

Domestic Return Receipt 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



UNITEd STATES ENVIRONr:,:ENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604·3590 

SEP 2 4 1998 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. Vasilios C. Madias 
Registered Agent for 
Sybill, Incorporated 
111 Military Avenue 
Detroit, Michigan 48209 

Dear Mr. Madias: 

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: 

DE-9J 

Re: Complaint and Compliance Order 
Sybill Incorporated 
EPA I.D. No.: MIR 000 022 400 

.5~RCRA- (ll l--,. 

Enclosed please find a Complaint and Compliance Order which sets 
forth the Agency's determination of certain violations of the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) as amended, 42 
U.S.C. §§ 6901 et ~., by Sybill, Incorporated, 111 Military 
Avenue, Detroit, Michigan 48209 (the Facility). The Agency's 
determination is based on information collected during an 
inspection conducted by the United. States Environmental 
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) on March 2, 1995, at the Facility 
and information provided by the Facility in a response, dated 
October 20, 1995, to U.S. EPA's September 18, 1995, Section 3007 
Information Request and in a series of supplemental documents 
submitted in 1998. The allegations in the enclosed Complaint 
state the reasons for such a determination. In essence, the 
Facility violated regulations applicable to marketers of used oil· 
fuel, operators of hazardous waste treatment, storage and 
disposal facilities, and transporters of hazardous waste. 

Accompanying this Complaint is a Notice of Opportunity for 
Hearing. Should you desire to contest the Complaint, a written 
request for a hearing is required to be filed within thirty (30) 
days of the date this Complaint has been filed with the Regional 
Hearing Clerk. The request for a hearing must be filed with the 
Regional Hearing Clerk (R-19J), United States Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region 5, 77 West Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, 
Illinois 60604. A copy of your request should also be sent to 
Tom Turner, Office of Regional Counsel (C-14J), 77 West Jackson 
Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois 60604. 

Recycled/Recyclable·Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper (40% Postconsumer) 



Regardless of whether you choose to request a hearing within the 
prescribed time limit following the filing of this Complaint, you 
are extendedan opportunity to request an informal settlement 
conference. Topics for discussion at the settlement conference 
may include the establishment of a compliance schedule or the 
mitigation of the proposed penalty in accordance with the Agency 
policy on supplemental environmental projects. A request for an 
informal settlement conference with U.S. EPA will not affect or 
extend the thirty (30) day deadline to file an Answer in order to 
avoid a Finding of Default on the Complaint. 

On March 6, 1998, U.S. EPA notified you by letter of your 
opportunity to "advise the U.S. EPA of any factors you believe 
that the U.S. EPA should consider before issuing the complaint," 
including "any evidence of reliance upon on-site compliance 
assistance provided by the U.S. EPA or State agencies exercising 
delegated authority, misidentification of the proper party, or 
financial factors bearing on your ability to pay a civil 
penalty." Sybill, Inc. did not submit a relevant response to the 
March 6, 1998, Pre-Filing Notice Letter. 

If you are awar~ of facts or circumstances not apparent to the 
U.S. EPA which suggest that the proposed penalty is legally 
excessive or that you are financially unable to pay the penalty, 
and if you have any questions or desire to request an ~nformal 
conference for the purpose of conducting settlement discussions 
with Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division staff, please contact 
Bryan Holtrop, United States Environmental Protection Agency, 
RCRA Enforcement Branch (DE-9J),"77 West Jackson Boulevard, 
Chicago, Illinois 60604. His phone number is (312)353-5103. 

Sincerely yours, 

0 eph x1/3 ~h'Er 
forcement and Compliance Assurance Branch 

Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division 

Enclosure 

cc: Gary Berndt, Sybill 
Joann Merrick, MDEQ (w/enclosure) 
Jeanette Noechel, MDEQ 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION V 

IN RE: 

SYBILL, INCORPORATED 
111 MILITARY AVENUE 
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48209. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 

DOCKET NO. 5- RCRA - 0 1 1 • '98 

U.S. EPA ID No. MIR 000 022 400 

~R~e~s~p~o~n~d~e~n~t~-----------------------------) 

COMPLAINT. COMPLIANCE ORDER, 
and 

NOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY FOR HEARING 

I 
COMPLAINT 

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 
-c· 
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1. This is a civil administrative action instituted pursuant 

to Section 3008(a) (1) of the Solid Waste Disposal Act, also known 

as the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, as amended 

(RCRA), 42 U.S.C. §6928(a) (1), and pursuant to the Consolidated 

Rules of Practice Governing the Administrative Assessment of 

Civil Penalties and the Revocation or Suspension of Permits, 40 

CFR §§22.01(a) (4), 22.13 and 22.37(1996). 

2. The Complainant is, by lawful delegation, Chief of the 

Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch, Waste, Pesticides 

and Taxies Division, Region 5, United States Environmental 

Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). 

3. The Respondent is Sybill, Incorporated (the 

"Respondent"), which is and was at all times relevant to this 

Complaint, the owner and operator of a facility located at 111 

Military Avenue, Detroit, Michigan, 48209-4102 (the "Facility") 
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4. Respondent is a ''person• as defined at Section 1004(15) 

of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6903(15), and Michigan Administrative Code 

(MAC)R 299.9106(i) and is subject to the regulations promulgated 

pursuant to Subtitle C of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §§6921-6939, and the 

analogous Michigan regulations as part of the applicable State 

hazardous waste management program for the State of Michigan. 

5. Respondent is a Michigan corporation whose registered 

agent is Mr. Vasilios C. Madias, 4440 Wyoming, Dearborn, 

Michigan, 48126. 

6. The State of Michigan is authorized to administer and 

enforce a hazardous waste management program in lieu of the 

Federal program under subtitle C of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6921 ~ 

seQ., subject to the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) 

(Pub. L. 98-616, November 8, 1984), 42 U.S.C. §6926(c) and (g). 

The regulations comprising the applicable State hazardous waste 

management program for the State of Michigan were incorporated by 

reference into Federal law at 40 CFR § 272.115l(a). The State's 

program, as administered by the Michigan Department of 

Environmental Quality (MDEQ), was approved by the U.S. EPA 

pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 6926(b) and 40 CFR Part 271. The 

predecessor agency to the MDEQ was the Michigan Department of 

Natural Resources (MDNR). The U.S. EPA's approval of Michigan's 

base program was effective on October 30, 1986. See 51 Federal 

Register (FR) 36804 (1986). Even though the MDEQ has primary 

responsibility for enforcing its hazardous waste program, the 

U.S. EPA retains the authority to exercise its enforcement 
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authorities under Sections 3007, 3008, 3013, and 7003 of RCRA, 42 

U.S.C. §§ 6927, 6928, 6934, and 6973, as well as under other 

Federal laws and regulations. See 40 CFR 272.1150(c) (1996) 

7. The requirements of the authorized State program are 

found in Michigan Compiled Laws Annotated, §§299.501-506, 

299.521-522, 299.532-535, 299.537, and 299.539-541. See 40 CFR 

§272.1151(a) (1) (ii) for Michigan Administrative Code Rules. 

8. Any violation of regulations promulgated pursuant to 

Subtitle C, Sections 3001-3019 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §§6921-6939, or 

any State provision approved pursuant to Section 3006 of RCRA, 42 

U.S.C. § 6926, ~onstitutes a violation of RCRA, subject to the 

assessment of civil or criminal penalties and compliance orders 

as provided in Section 3008 of RCRA, 42 u.s.c. § 6928. 

9. On September 10, 1992 the regulations for management of 

used oil burned for energy recove~y at 40 CFR Part 266 Subpart E, 

were incorporated and became enforceable in the used oil 

management standards at 40 CFR Part 279 Subparts G and H. See, 58 

FR 26420 (May 3, 1993). 

10. Pursuant to the final rule at 58 FR 26420 - 26426, 

dated May 3, 1993, and codified at 40 CFR 271.26, the regulations 

at 40 CFR Part 279, Subparts G and H, are federally enforceable 

in States that have not yet adopted equivalent requirements to 

the previous Part 266, Subpart E requirements and received 

authorization from U.S. EPA to implement and enforce those 

requirements, effective March 8, 1993. Prior to the effective 

date of 40 CFR Part 279, the used oil burning requirements 
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originally promulgated in 1985 and codified at 40 CFR Part 266, 

Subpart E were federally enforceable in all States which were not 

yet authorized for the previous Part 266, Subpart E regulations. 

11. Pursuant to 61 FR 4742, dated February 8, 1996, the 

State of Michigan received Federal authorization for its 

requirements equivalent to 40 CFR 266, Subpart E at MAC R 

299.9805, 299.9806, and 299.9807, effective April 8, 1996. 

12. The State of Michigan's requirements equivalent to 40 

CFR 279, Standards for the Management of Used Oil became 

effective on October 15, 1996. Federal authorization to enforce 

these requirements in lieu of the U.S. EPA has not yet been 

granted. 

13. On March 2, 1995, a representative of U.S. EPA 

conducted a RCRA used oil inspection of the Facility to determine 

its compliance with the applicable State and Federal used oil 

management requirements and the observations of that inspection 

were recorded in a report, dated June 6, 1995. 

14. On September 18, 1995, U.S. EPA sent an information 

request to Respondent pursuant to its authority under Section 

3007 of RCRA, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §6927, requesting information 

regarding Respondent's used oil management activities. 

15. Respondent submitted a response, dated October 20, 1995, 

to U.S. EPA's September 18, 1995, Section 3007 Information 

Request. 

16. Pursuant to 40 CFR §266.43(a) (before March 8, 1993), 40 

CFR §279. 70 (a) (2) (on or after March 8, 1993 to April 7, 1996), 
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MAC R 299.9800 (1) (on or after April 8, 1996), any person who 

first claims that used oil that is to be burned for energy 

recovery meets the used oil fuel specifications set forth in 40 

CFR 279.11 and its State equivalent, is subject to the standards 

for used oil fuel marketers. 

17. Paragraph 1, Section III of U.S. EPA's September 18, 

1995, Section 3007 Information Request requested a detailed 

description of the used oil operations carried out by the 

Respondent. Respondent's October 20, 1995, response provided a 

marketing brochure that describes the Facility's general 

operations. The brochure states that the Facility accepts spent 

coolants and oils for treatment, processing, disposal, and 

recycling; reclaims for sale, oils which meet "on-spec" fuel 

guidelines; and combines the treatment process and the 

reclamation of usable fuel (oil) and/or lube stock to provide 

generators a disposal solution. 

18. Paragraph 5, Section III of U.S. EPA's September 18, 

1995, Section 3007 Information Request requested documentation 

for all shipments of used oil accepted by Respondent for 

processing and/or re-refining. Respondent's October 20, 1995, 

response provided a limited sampling of manifests representing 

the used oil accepted during the years 1992 through 1995. These 

manifests showed that the Respondent had accepted used oil for 

processing and/or refining from various industrial facilities 

including large quantity hazardous waste generators since on or 

about September 1992. The predominant source of used oil accepted 
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by the Respondent was from Rouge Steel Company, 3001 Miller Road, 

Dearborn, Michigan, 48121 (MID 087 738 431) . 

19. Paragraph 6, Section III of U.S. EPA's September 18, 

1995, Section 3007 Information Request requested documentation 

for all shipments of used oil accepted by Respondent for 

processing and/or re-refining since September 10, 1992, and 

shipped to a used oil burner, processor/re-refiner, or disposal 

facility. Respondent's October 20, 1995, response stated that, 

"Oil shipped out-bound to various clients (On "Spec" Materials -

Non Hazardous) are used in the following ways: A. burn stock; B. 

lube stock; C .. processer/re-refiner". 

20. Paragraph 10, Section III of U.S. EPA's September 18, 

1995, Section 3007 Information Request requested information 

about the analyses and ultimate disposition of certain used oil 

fuel shipments referred to in documents discovered during the 

March 2, 1995, U.S. EPA inspection. Respondent's October 20, 

1995, response indicated that the Respondent made the following 

shipments of used oil that were to be burned for energy recovery 

and met the used oil fuel specification listed in 40 CFR 279.11, 

Table 1 (or otherwise referred to as on-specification used oil 

fuel) : 

a. Bill of lading (No. 14312), dated January 18, 1995, for 

6,443 gallons of on-specification used oil fuel shipped to 

Michigan Marine Terminals, U.S. EPA ID Number MID 981 192 347. 

b. Bill of lading, dated February 14, 1995, for 8,500 

gallons on-specification used oil fuel shipped to Michigan Marine 
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Terminals, U.S. EPA ID Number MID 981 192 347. 

c. Bill of lading, dated April 27, 1995, for 5,500 gallons 

of on-specification used oil fuel shipped to Warner Petroleum, 

2480 S. Clare Ave., Clare, Michigan, 48617. 

21. Paragraph 6, Section III of U.S. EPA's September 18, 

1995, Section 3007 Information Request requested documentation 

for each shipment of off-specification used oil fuel sent to a 

burner since September 10, 1992. Respondent's October 20, 1995, 

response stated that the Facility has made "No known shipment of 

off-specification oils." 

22. Respondent filed a Notification of Hazardous Waste 

Activity with the State of Michigan pursuant to Section 3010 of 

RCRA on March 18, 1997. Respondent indicated in the Notification 

that it performs the following used oil activities: 

a. used oil fuel marketer who first claims that the used oil 

meets the specifications; 

b. used oil transporter and transfer facility; and 

c. used oil processor. 

23. On March 6, 1998, U.S. EPA issued a Pre-Filing Notice 

Letter to Respondent, advising Respondent of the possibility of a 

civil administrative action, and offering Respondent the 

opportunity to advise U.S. EPA of any other factors to consider 

in this matter. 

24. On June 5, 1998, in a telephone conversation with the 

Respondent's representative, Mr. Gary Berndt, Sybill's Compliance 

Officer, Mr. Berndt explained to Mr. Bryan Holtrop of the U.S. 
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EPA that the~espondent has been accepting and processing used 

oil since at least on or about September 1992. However, Mr. 

Berndt added that it wasn't until January 1995 that the 

Respondent began to actually ship off-site on-specification used 

oil fuel that was to be burned for energy recovery. During the 

time period from September 1992 to January 1995, the Respondent 

stated that the on-specification used oil fuel it derived from 

the used oil it accepted was accumulated and stored on-site. 

25. Based on the information collected during the U.S. EPA's 

March 2, 1995, inspection, Respondent's October 20, 1995, 

response to U.S. EPA's Section 3007 Information Request, and 

Respondent's supplemental information submittals, Respondent has 

been a marketer of on-specification used oil fuel, as defined at 

40 CFR Part 266.43, 40 CFR Part 279.70 (a) (2), MAC R 299.9806 (1), 

since at least Se~tember 1992. 

COUNT ONE - FAILURE TO NOTIFY 

26. The general allegations of the Complaint are 

incorporated by reference as though set forth here in full. 

27. Pursuant to 40 CFR Part 266.43(b) (3) (before March 8, 

1993), 40 CFR Part 279.73(a) (on or after March 8, 1993 to April 

7, 1996) and MAC R 299.9806(2) (c) (on or after April 8, 1996) a 

used oil fuel marketer subject to these requirements must notify 

the Regional Administrator of its used oil activities and obtain 

an EPA identification number. 

28. Based on information collected during the March 2, 1995, 

inspection, Respondent's October 20, 1995, response to U.S. EPA's 
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Section 3007 Information Request, Respondent's supplemental 

information submittals and a review of u.s. EPA files, Respondent 

did not notify U.S. EPA of the Facility's used oil marketing 

activities and obtain a U.S. EPA identification number during the 

period between September 1992, through March 18, 1997. 

29. Respondent's failure to notify U.S. EPA or the State of 

Michigan of the Facility's used oil marketing activities from on 

or around September 1992 through March 18, 1997, and obtain an 

U.S. EPA identification number is a violation of 40 CFR Part 

266.43 (b) (3) (before March 8, 1993), 40 CFR Part 279.73 (a) (from 

on or after Mar~h 8, 1993, to April 7, 1996), and MAC R 

299.9806 (2) (c) (from on or after April 8, 1996) . 

COUNT TWO - STORAGE AND TREATMENT WITHOUT PERMIT 

30. Paragraphs 1 through 29 are incorporated by reference 

as though set forth here in full. 

31. Pursuant to MAC 299.9502 (1) (40 CFR §270 .1 (c)) a permit 

is required for the treatment, storage, and disposal of any 

hazardous waste. Owners and operators of hazardous waste 

management units shall have permits during the active life of the 

unit. 

32. Pursuant to 40 CFR Part 279.10 (b) (2), mixtures of used 

oil and characteristic hazardous waste are subject to regulation 

as hazardous waste rather than as used oil under this part, if 

the resultant mixture exhibits any characteristics of hazardous 

waste identified in Subpart C of 40 CFR Part 261. 

33. Paragraph 5, Section III of U.S. EPA's September 18, 
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1995, Section 3007 Information Request requested documentation 

for all shipments of used oil accepted by Sybill for processing 

and/or re-refining since September 10, 1992. Respondent's 

October 20, 1995, response provided a limited sampling of 

manifests representing the used oil shipments accepted for the 

years 1992 through 1995. These manifests showed that the 

Respondent has accepted and processed used oil shipments from the 

Rouge Steel Company, 3001 Miller Road, Dearborn, Michigan, 48121, 

on a continual basis since on or about August 1992. In addition, 

the manifests showed that the predominant source of used oil 

accepted by th~ Respondent is from the Rouge Steel Company. 

34. Respondent's October 20, 1995, response to U.S. EPA's 

September 18, 1995, Section 3007 Information Request included 

manifests and accompanying analytical results for used oil 

shipments accepted by the Respondent from the Rouge Steel 

Company. Analytical results, dated April 12, 1993, relied upon 

by the Respondent as a representative analysis of the continual 

shipments of used oil being accepted from the Rouge Steel Company 

showed that the used oil contained chlordane and heptachlor in 

concentrations of 2.30 milligrams per liter (mg/1) and 0.02 mg/1, 

respectively. These concentrations exceeded the maximum 

concentration of contaminants for the toxicity characteristic for 

chlordane (U.S. EPA Waste Code D020) at 0.03 mg/1, and heptachlor 

(U.S. EPA Waste Code D031) at 0.008 mg/1, respectively. 

Therefore, the used oil mixture accepted from the Rouge Steel 

Company exhibited the toxicity characteristic causing it to be 
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regulated as a hazardous waste under Subpart C of 40 CFR Part 

261. 

35. On April 29, 1998, Respondent submitted additional 

analytical results documenting the toxicity characteristics of 

the used oil it accepted from the Rouge Steel Company. 

Analytical results, dated July 2, 1993 and March 20, 1998, relied 

upon by the Respondent as a representative analysis of the 

continual shipments of used oil being accepted from the Rouge 

Steel Company showed no exceedances of the maximum concentration 

of contaminants for the toxicity characteristic for chlordane 

(U.S. EPA Wasta Code D020) and heptachlor (U.S. EPA Waste Code 

D031). Therefore, the used oil mixture accepted from the Rouge 

Steel Company exhibited the toxicity characteristic for chlordane 

and heptachlor causing it to be regulated as a hazardous waste 

under Subpart c of 40 CFR Part 261 from at least April 12, 1993 

through July 2, 1993. 

36. On April 29, 1998, Respondent submitted analytical 

results documenting the toxicity characteristics of the used oil 

it accepted from the Rouge Steel Company. Analytical results, 

dated July 2, 1993, relied upon by the Respondent as a 

representative analysis of the continual shipments of used oil 

being accepted by the Respondent from the Rouge Steel Company 

showed that the used oil contained hexachlorobutadiene at a 

concentration of 0.89 mg/1. This concentration exceeded the 

maximum concentration of contaminants for the toxicity 

characteristic for hexachlorobutadiene (U.S. EPA Waste Code D033) 
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at 0.5 mg/1. The Respondent has failed to provide any other 

analysis or documentation to show that hexachlorobutadiene no 

longer exceeds the maximum concentration of contaminants for the 

toxicity characteristic for the used oil it accepts from the 

Rouge Steel Company. Therefore, the used oil accepted from the 

Rouge Steel Company exhibited the toxicity characteristic causing 

it to be regulated as hazardous waste under Subpart C of 40 CFR 

Part 261 from at least April 12, 1993 through the present time. 

37. Pursuant to 40 CFR Part 279.10(b) (1) (ii) (before April 

8, 1996) and MAC R 299.9805 (2) (on and after April 8, 1996) used 

oil containing more than 1,000 ppm total halogens is presumed to 

be a hazardous waste because it has been mixed with halogenated 

hazardous waste listed in Subpart D of 40 CFR Part 261. Persons 

may rebut this presumption by demonstrating that the used oil 

does not contain hazardous waste (for example, by using an 

analytical method to show that the used oil does not contain 

significant concentrations of halogenated hazardous constituents 

listed in Appendix VIII of 40 CFR Part 261) . 

38. On May 19, 1998, Respondent submitted analytical 

results documenting the total halogen content of the used oil 

treatment sludge derived from the used oil shipments it accepted. 

Analytical results, dated October 25, 1995, showed that the used 

oil treatment sludge contained 1012 ppm total halogens. However, 

the analytical results were not cross-referenced to any 

particular shipment or shipments of used oil accepted by the 

Respondent. 
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39. On May 22, 1998, Respondent submitted analytical 

results documenting the total halogen content of the processed 

used oil derived from the used oil shipments it accepted. 

Analytical results, dated July 24, 1997, October 7, 1997, and 

January 15, 1998, showed that the processed used oil contained 

2750 ppm, 2975 ppm, and 2600 ppm total halogens, respectively. 

However, the analytical results were not cross-referenced to any 

particular shipment or shipments of used oil accepted by the 

Respondent. 

40. On June 8, 1998, Respondent submitted analytical 

results documen~ing the total halogen content of the processed 

used oil derived from the used oil shipments it accepted. 

Analytical results, dated August 12, 1996 and April 10, 1997, 

showed that the processed used oil contained 3000 ppm and 2850 

ppm total halogens, respectively. However, the analytical 

results were not cross-referenced to any particular shipment or 

shipments of used oil accepted by the Respondent. 

41. Based on information collected during the March 2, 1995, 

inspection, Respondent's October 20, 1995, response to U.S. EPA's 

Section 3007 Information Request, Respondent's supplemental 

information submittals and a review of U.S. EPA files, Respondent 

failed to rebut the presumption that the used oil containing more 

than 1,000 ppm total halogens identified in paragraphs 38, 39, 

and 40 was mixed with hazardous waste as required by 40 CFR 

279.10(b) (1) (ii). Specifically, the Respondent failed to provide 

the appropriate analysis of the used oil to show that it does not 
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contain significant concentrations of halogenated hazardous 

constituents listed in Appendix VIII of 40 CFR Part 261. 

42. Based on information collected during the March 2, 

1995, inspection, Respondent's October 20, 1995, response to U.S. 

EPA's Section 3007 Information Request, Respondent's supplemental 

information submittals and a review of U.S. EPA files, Respondent 

has been handling hazardous waste from at least April 12, 1993 

through the present time. 

43. Respondent's handling of characteristic hazardous waste 

from the Rouge Steel Company for used oil shipments associated 

with the analytical results identified in paragraphs 34 and 36 

constituted storage and treatment of hazardous waste. In 

addition, Respondent's handling of halogenated hazardous waste 

(used oil containing more than 1,000 ppm total halogens) from 

various industrial sources for used oil shipments associated with 

the analytical results identified in paragraphs 38, 39, and 40 

constituted storage and treatment of hazardous waste. This 

storage and treatment of hazardous waste at the Facility without 

a permit from at least April 12, 1993 through the present time, 

is a violation of MAC R 299.9502 (1) (40 CFR § 270 .1 (c)) . 

COUNT THREE - TRANSPORTING WITHOUT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 

44. Paragraphs 1 through 43 are incorporated by reference 

as though set forth here in full. 

45. Pursuant to MAC 299.9402 (40 CFR Part 263.11(a)) a 

transporter shall not transport hazardous wastes without having 

received an EPA identification number from the Regional 
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Administratoror Regional Administrator's designee. 

46. Paragraph 4, Section III, of U.S. EPA's September 18, 

1995, Section 3007 Information Request requested documentation 

for all shipments for which the Respondent acted as a transporter 

since September 10, 1992. Respondent's October 20, 1995, response 

to Paragraph 4, Section III of U.S. EPA's Section 3007 

Information Request included a limited sampling of manifests 

representing the used oil shipment accepted for the years 1992 

through 1995. These manifests showed that the Respondent has 

periodically transported shipments of used oil from various 

industrial sources to its Facility. 

47. Respondent's October 20, 1995, response to Paragraph 4, 

Section III of U.S. EPA's Section 3007 Information Request 

included one Generator Waste Characterization Report, dated 

March 1, 1995. The report indicated that the Respondent 

transported used oil shipments from the Rouge Steel Company to 

its Facility. Analytical results, identified in Paragraphs 34 

and 36, relied upon by the Respondent as representative analyses 

of the continual shipments of used oil being accepted by the 

Respondent from the Rouge Steel Company showed that the used oil 

contained contaminants that exceeded the toxicity characteristic 

causing it to be regulated as hazardous waste under Subpart C of 

40 CFR Part 261. 

48. Based on the information collected during the March 2, 

1995, inspection, Respondent's October 20, 1995, response to 

EPA's Section 3007 Information Request, Respondent's supplemental 
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information submittals, and a review of U.S. EPA files, 

Respondent has transported hazardous waste and did not obtain an 

identification number from the U.S. EPA. 

49. Respondent's failure to obtain a U.S. EPA 

identification number for the transportation of hazardous waste 

from the Rouge Steel Company to its Facility from at least March 

1, 1995 through the present time, is a violation of MAC R 

299.9402 (40 CFR 263.11(a)). 

II 

COMPLIANCE ORDER 

Based on ~he foregoing findings and pursuant to the 

authority of Section 3008 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928, IT IS HEREBY 

ORDERED THAT, IMMEDIATELY UPON THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS ORDER: 

A. Respondent shall, immediately upon the effective date of 

this Order, cease transportation, treatment, storage, or disposal 

of all hazardous waste except where such activities shall be in 

compliance with the applicable hazardous waste standards and 

regulations for hazardous waste transportation, treatment, 

storage, or disposal facilities. 

B. Respondent shall, within thirty (30) days of the 

effective date of this Order, submit to U.S. EPA for review and 

approval a written waste management plan describing the 

management of all shipments of used oil accepted by and shipped 

from the Respondent's Facility. The waste management plan will 

describe the procedures that will be followed by the Respondent 
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to achieve arrd maintain compliance with the applicable 

requirements of MAC R 299.9806 (40 CFR Part 279, Subpart H), 

including a written analysis plan describing the procedures and 

methods that will be used to determine and demonstrate that used 

oil accepted meets the total halogen requirements under MAC R 

299.9805(2) (40 CFR Part 279.10(b) (1) (ii)}, and that the used oil 

fuel meets the specifications listed in MAC R 299.9805(1), (40 

CFR 279.11). 

C. Respondent shall, within 30 days of the U.S. EPA's 

review and approval of the Waste Management Plan specified above, 

revise and implement the plan as required by the U.S. EPA. 

D. In addition to implementing the Waste Management Plan, 

all used oil marketing will be conducted pursuant to, and in 

compliance with the applicable requirements of MAC R 299.9806 (40 

CFR 279, Subpart H, Standards for Used Oil Fuel Marketers). 

E. Respondent shall immediately following the effective 

date of this Order, for a period of 90 consecutive days, perform 

an analysis or obtain analysis using an analytical method from 

the ~Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, Physical/Chemical 

Methods," EPA Publication SW-846, Edition III for each used oil 

shipment received by the Facility to determine compliance with 

MAC R 299.9805 (2} [40 CFR 279.10 (b) (1) (ii), rebuttable presumption 

for used oil containing more than 1000 ppm total halogens]. In 

addition, during that same 90-day period, any shipments received 
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from the Rouge Steel Company (MID 087 738 431) shall also include 

an SW-846 analysis for the contaminants listed in 40 CFR Part 

261.24(b), Table 1. Respondent shall, at the end of the 90-day 

period but no later than 120 days from the effective date of this 

Order, submit the results of the analyses for all the used oil 

shipments accepted by the Facility to U.S. EPA. 

F. For each used oil shipment accepted by the Facility 

containing more than 1,000 ppm total halogens, Respondent shall 

rebut the presumption of mixture with a halogenated hazardous 

waste either by using an analytical method from SW-846 to 

demonstrate that the used oil does not contain significant 

concentrations of halogenated hazardous constituents or by using 

knowledge to show that the source of halogenated constituents are 

from exempted sources (such as household hazardous waste or 

conditionally-exempt small quantity generators). 

G. Respondent shall, within 90 days of the effective date 

of this Order, submit a letter enclosing a new Notification of 

Regulated Waste Activity (EPA Form 8700-12) or a certification 

that the March 1997 notification is still true, accurate and 

complete. 

H. Respondent shall, within one-hundred (100) days of the 

effective date of this Order, submit for review and approval a 

written closure plan for the affected hazardous waste management 

units to Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) . 
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I. Res~ndent shall, within one-hundred (100) days of the 

approval date of the closure plan, implement the MDEQ approved 

closure plan and submit certification of closure activities to 

the MDEQ. 

J. Respondent shall notify the U.S. EPA in writing, via 

certified mail, upon achieving compliance with this Order. This 

notification shall be submitted no later than the time stipulated 

above (in paragraphs A through H) to the U.S. EPA Region 5, 

Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division, Enforcement and Compliance 

Branch (DE-9J), 77 West Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois 

60604-3590, Attention: Bryan Holtrop. A copy of these documents 

and all correspondence with the U.S. EPA regarding this 

Compliance Order shall also be submitted to the Michigan 

Department of Environmental Quality, Waste Management Division, 

P.O. Box 30241, Lansing, Michigan 48909-7741, Attention: Joanne 

Merrick. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this Order, an 

enforcement action may be brought pursuant to Section 7003 of 

RCRA or other statutory authority where the handling, storage, 

treatment, transportation or disposal of solid or hazardous waste 

at this Facility may present an imminent and substantial 

endangerment to human health or the environment. 

On December 31, 1996, the U.S. EPA issued a final Civil 

Monetary Penalty Inflation Adjustment Rule as mandated by the 
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Debt Collection Act of 1996 (Pub. L. 104-134, April 26, 1996), 

raising the maximum penalty from$ 25,000 to $ 27,500. The rule 

provides for the new ceiling to take effect for all violations 

which occur after January 30, 1997. See 61 FR 69360 (1996). 

Therefore, failure to comply with any provision of this Order or 

to pay the civil penalty assessed below shall subject Respondent 

to liability for a civil penalty of up to TWENTY-SEVEN THOUSAND 

FIVE HUNDRED DOLLARS ($ 27,500) for each day of continued 

noncompliance, pursuant to Section 3008(c) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 

6928 (c). 

III 

PROPOSED CIVIL PENALTY 

Section 3008 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6928, authorizes the 

assessment of a civil penalty of up to $25,000 per day for each 

violation before January 1, 1997 and $27,500 after January 1, 

1997 of Subtitle C of RCRA. Based upon the facts alleged above 

in this Complaint, and in consideration of the seriousness of the 

violations cited herein, the potential harm to human health and 

the environment, the continuing nature of the violations, and the 

ability of the Respondent to pay penalties, Complainant proposes 

that Respondent be assessed a civil penalty of EIGHT HUNDRED 

SIXTY FOUR THOUSAND SEVEN HUNDRED SEVENTY THREE DOLLARS($864,773) 

pursuant to Section 3008(c) and 3008(g) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6928 

for the violations alleged in this Complaint. Attachment 1 to 
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this Complaint provides a detailed summary for the proposed civil 

penalty. Respondent may pay this penalty by certified or 

cashier's check, payable to "Treasurer, the United States of 

America," and remit to: 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 
P.O. Box 70753 
Chicago, Illinois 60673 

A copy of the check shall be sent to: 

Tom Turner (C-14J) 
Office of the Regional Counsel 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590 

Regional Hearing Clerk (R-19J) 
Planning and Management Division 
Region 5 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590 

A transmittal letter identifying this Complaint shall accompany 

the remittance and the copy of the check. 

IV 

OPPORTUNITY TO REQUEST A HEARING 

In accordance with the Administrative Procedure Act (the 

APA), 5 U.S.C. §§ 551 et ~ .• you have the right to request a 

hearing to contest any material fact contained in this Complaint 

and Compliance Order, and/or to contest the appropriateness of 

the proposed compliance schedule or amount of the penalty. Any 

hearing that you request will be held and conducted in accordance 



22 

with the proVisions of the APA, 5 U.S.C. §§ 551 et ~., and the 

"Consolidated Rules of Practice Governing the Administrative 

Assessment of Civil Penalties and the Revocation or Suspension of 

Permits," 40 CFR Part 22. A copy of these rules accompanies this 

Complaint. 

If you wish to avoid being found in default, you must file a 

written Answer to this Complaint with the Regional Hearing Clerk, 

(R-19J), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5, 77 West 

Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590, within thirty 

(30) days of the date this Complaint has been filed with the 

Regional Hearing Clerk. The Answer must clearly and directly 

admit, deny or explain each of the factual allegations contained 

in the Complaint with respect to which Respondent has any 

knowledge, or clearly state that Respondent has no knowledge as 

to particular factual allegations in the Complaint. The Answer 

should also state: 

1. The circumstances or arguments that you allege 

constitute the grounds of defense; 

2. The facts that you intend to place at issue; and 

3. Whether you request a hearing. 

Failure to deny any of the factual allegations in this Complaint 

constitutes admission of the undenied allegations. 

A copy of this Answer and any subsequent documents filed in 

this action should be sent to Mr. Tom Turner, Office of Regional 



23 

Counsel (C-l4J), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 77 West 

Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590. Mr. Tom Turner 

may be telephoned at (312) 886-6613. 

If you fail to file a written Answer within thirty (30) days 

of the date this Complaint has been filed with the Regional 

Hearing Clerk, with or without a Request for Hearing, the 

Regional Administrator or Presiding Officer may issue a Default 

Order. Issuance of such Default Order will constitute a binding 

admission of all facts alleged in the Complaint and a waiver of 

your right to a hearing under RCRA. The civil penalty proposed 

in this Complaint shall then become due and payable without 

further proceedings sixty (60) days after a Final Order of 

Default is issued pursuant to 40 CFR § 22.17(a). In addition, 

the default penalty is subject to the provisions relating to 

imposition of interest, penalty and handling charges set forth in 

the Federal Claims Collection Act of 1966, 3~ U.S.C. § 3717. 

Interest will accrue on the default penalty at the rate 

established by the Secretary of the Treasury pursuant to 

31 U.S.C. § 3717. The U.S. EPA will impose a late payment 

handling charge of fifteen dollars ($ 15.00) for each subsequent 

thirty (30) day period over which an unpaid balance remains. In 

addition, the U.S. EPA will apply a six (6) percent per annum 

penalty on any principal amount not paid within ninety (90) days 

of the date that the Default Order is signed by the Regional 
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Administrator or Presiding Officer. 

v 

SETTLEMENT CONFERENCE 

Whether or not you request a hearing, you may request an 

informal conference in order to discuss the facts of this case 

and to arrive at a settlement. To request a settlement 

conference, write to Mr. Bryan Holtrop, Enforcement & Compliance 

Assurance Branch (DRE-9J), United States Environmental Protection 

Agency, Region 5, 77 West Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois 

60604-3590, or telephone him at (312) 353-5103. 

Your request for an informal settlement conference does not 

extend the thirty (30) day period during which you must submit a 

written Answer and Request for Hearing. You may pursue the 

informal conference procedure simultaneously with the 

adjudicatory hearing procedure. 

The U.S. EPA encourages all parties against whom a civil 

penalty is proposed to pursue the possibilities of settlement 

through an informal conference. However, the U.S. EPA will not 

reduce the penalty simply because such a conference is held. Any 

settlement that may be reached as a result of such conference 

shall be embodied in a written Consent Agreement and Consent 

Order (CACO) issued by the Director of the Waste, Pesticides and 

Taxies Division, U.S. EPA, Region 5. The issuance of such a CACO 

shall constitute a waiver of your right to request a hearing on 



25 

any stipulated matter in the Agreement. 

Dated this-"'2~1_-n __ ---,-----day of--'-">;'--+~----O..>!'~:LL"'-ff-"=-->:') _____ , 1998. 

Jose le, 
Enfo c ment and Compliance Assurance Branch 
Waste-; Pesticides and Taxies Division 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 
Complainant 



NATURE OF VIOLATION 
DATE OF VIOLATION 

COUNT 1 - Failure 
to notify u.s. EPA 
of used oi t 
marketing 
activities and 
obtain a U.S. EPA 
ID number. Duration 
interval is from 
September ,992, to 
March 18, 1997 

COUNT 2 - FaiLure 
to obtain a RCRA 
permit for handling 
listed hazardous 
waste. Duration 
interval is from 
April 12, 1993 to 
present. 

COUNT 3 - Failure 
to obtain a u.s. 
EPA identification 
number for 
transporting 
hazardous waste. 
Date of violation 
is March, 1 1995. 

CITATION OF 
REGULATION OR LA~ 

ATTACHMENT 1 
PENALTY SUMMARY SHEET 

SYBILL INC. 

GRAVITY-BASED 
PENALTY 

40 CFR 266.43(b)(3) moderate/moderate1 

40 CFR 279.73(a) $6,500 
MAC R 299.9806(2)(c) 

MAC 299.9502(1) majorjmajor2 

(40 CFR 270.1(c)) $22,500 

. 

MAC R 299.9402 major/moderate3 

(40 CFR 263.11(a)) $17,500 

- -Potent al for Harm moderate, and Extent of Dev at1on - moderate 2 Potent al for Harm = major; and Extent of Oeviat on = major 3 Potent al for Harm = major; and Extent of Oeviat on = moderate 

MULTI-DAY ECONOMIC TOTAL PENALTY 
AMOUNT BENEFIT PENALTY 

$165,575 $0 $172,075 

$537,000 $115,698 $675,198 

$0 $0 $17,500 

Total: 
$864,773 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that I have caused a copy of the foregoing 

Complaint to be served upon the persons designated below, on the 

date below, 'by causing said copies to be deposited in the U.S. 

Mail, First Class and certified-return receipt requested, postage 

prepaid, at Chicago, Illinois, in envelopes addressed to: 

Mr. Vasilios C. Madias 
111 Military Avenue 
Detroit, Michigan, 48209 

I have further caused the original of the Complaint and this 

Certificate of Service to be served in the Office of the Regional 

Hearing Clerk located in the Office of the Regional Administrator 

U.S. EPA Region 5, 77 West Jackson Boulevard (R-19J), Chicago, 

Illinois 60604, on the date below. 

This is said person's last known address to the subscriber. 

Dated this __ ~~~~L_ _______ day of __ ~S~~~~~~~~~M~b{~r ____________ , 1998. 

Secretary, Enforcement and 
Compliance Assurance Branch 
U.S. EPA, Region 5 
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SECRETAR SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETAR 
y y 

tJr 9 b. tJ.../ 11 

AUTHOR/ MINN/OHIO MICHIGAN/ ILLINOI S/ ECAB WPTD 
TYPIST SECTION WISCONSIN INDIANA BRANCH DIVISION 

CHIEF SECTION SECTION CHIEF DIRECTOR 
CHIEF CHI EF _L)_ 
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<,4/30/98 03:04 FAX 

.. 

· .. · .. ,,. .. ' :;tu Milit~ry.:Detrclit, M!chlga~ 
T"lephone: (31.311?41-6190 Fa~simile:· (3131 

FACSIMILE -TRANSMISSION 

4- _qg /\ : CD "':"'>_ ~. DATE: TIME: _'"'""~_:_ __ .::_r. ___ _ 

NAMEOFCOMPANY:~U~.~=-·~~~~~~-------------------­
FACSIMI.~E TELEPHONE NUMBER: 3 \~- 353-4 3 .(\ .).._ 

PLEASE DELIVER TO:~ __ V_:__A_N_.:_\..\._O~L~-----------­
FROM: ~ "13EIZN'\)t 

NUMBER OF PAGES SENT:----- (INCLUOif'IG COVER PAGE) 

MESSAGE:rL1A~ 0:1\..i.-- 1"'"' ')IOU N't.'{.~ A'tJ 'I A~ 1"\t<Jt...ll\ L 

\N~~n.o~ - ~ - A.L'?:J:J. \'Ll~ (?u..-

14101 

jvt 1_.. ~lhW IN~ "y"(jlJL ~U l '[ti,J Of Th t S. \f\1 ~ t!Jt-.1 

Thi!s Facsimile contoim privileged and confidential information intended only for the 
use of the ADDRESSEE(S) named above. If you are not the intended recipient of this 
Fccsim11e. or the employee or agent responsible for delivering it to the recipient. you 
ore hereby notified that any disseminalion or copying of this facsimile is •strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this Facsimile in error. please immediately notify the 
sender by telephone or return the original facsimile to the above address via U.S. Postel 
Service. Thank you. Telephone 313-382-9701 

.. 

Gary Berndt - CHMM 
Campliance Officar 

Adminlstrsti 
Complainant's Exhibit 12 

582-2520 

• 0 ' or 
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AP~-~S-99 14•51 FROM• 

' ' 

Mr. Gary Bemdt. Complianl;e Officer 
SRSEn~ 
Ill Military 
Detroit .MI 4$200 

ID• 

Apri128, 1998 

Subject ~ons on April12, 1993 ll.llll.l.ysis report for ft'TC Tlllldeln Mill Oil 

Dear Mr. Berndt: 

It is my~ tbattbe!'eis a~ em. ~:be ~onoftlw #7 C Tandem Mill 
Oil '~~~'Ute SIIEiiW from Rouge Steel, becawie the subject fm8l]l$is ~ showM msuJat.ed IIJwls of 
chl.oniaac and heplac;hlor. To the best of our knowledge. this waste 11tm11m never bas contained 
these su~ I have~ the subject fll:ll&lysis teport with the former Rouge Steel 
f:llviroummtal f:llgi!ll"""" who handled the llll.!llysis. The en.viromnental enginrer was Fled ~ 
111.'ho left Rouge Steel to wodc; fur mother company in August 1993. Mr. Fq recalled the situation 
specifically beca.USI'I he wu surprised that the emalysis l:llpOrl imliel!lted the~ of the two 
pesticides m. the waste Sllealn. Because this result wu ~he su:r.veyed the operating areas 

. and~ to detennine iftber6 wu any usage of pesticides or products whieh might contain 
pestil;i.cles. Fmding oo such usage, be bad a second sample of the same WliSI:e stream aualyzed by 
ano1her Jab. This ~showed oo pestieides. BasecJ. on thislm8lysis and his investigation, Mr. 
Fucg concluded at that point t1:1at the original analysis was in enor. 

Our recem follow-up investigation verified that there was indeed a second analysis of the #1C 
T<mdr:m Mill 00 waste stream, by Canton Analytical Labomories, for a July 2, 1993 sample, and 
that analysis sbowed oo deteclable Chlmdaue or Heptachlor. (Copy eueiosc::d.) However, the 
e:troll£tlUS Aprill2, 1993 report was also fuWld in the lllllllysis file. '!'bat emmeous aualysis wu 
lllppai'CI'l.t!Y used in 1995 by a student~ who was workiDg in the Rouge Steel Environmental 
Department, to prepare a waste ~on for 'WliSI:e destined for Sybil!, me .. Mw SRS 
En'rironmenm.l Based em. our dJsc:ussion with Mr. F\mg, the Aprill2. 1993 analysis should not 
have been used for a wute ~ Ho~, Mr. Fung wu no longer working at Rouge 
Steel a at that point had no imrolve:ment i.n ~any Rouge Steel 'WliSI:e ~on. 
Co~, 1be error went 1.1!1.Clet.ected. by the E!!.virol!l!letltal. D~ A funnal procedure is beiDa prepared by The Environmental Department to prevent recurre.uce oftbi$ type of siwation. 

The inte:m., who MW works for aootb.er company, has 110· specific recollection of prep8ring tile 
~ ~ sem to Sybill A ~le ooccli!Sion is that he i!llSIIlll&i the lllllllysis was 
valid because it wu ~ in file, and therefore sent a copy to Sjrbill with the waste 
~on without a detailed review ofthe contents. We believe the ~l(!is gfthe JW,y L. _ ____ ..... 
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1993 sample 111.'3!1 the~ ll.llldysis for the 1995 Waste Cbara.ctarizmion and are proViding a 
copy for yoUX' l.l.il:. 

Our filnber in~on has ill.clu.ded. i.lltemews with the ~lier of the prodwt, and with 
Ro1J8C per$OIJllcl ~"ble for the operaUom g~ the waste :mam in 1993 lind 
at present. Review of the MSDS for the oil sliows no pesticide b!gmti121ts. 1'he supplier of the 
Tandem Mill Oil (Henkel) repwts tbat they'llaml ~used chlord;.m,e or ~blor in their 
manufacturing operatiou omd that no peslicides have been added w product supplied to Rouge Steel 
Tim Rouge opexat:ing pmonnel report thar oo pcslicides have OOim added to the Tandem Mill Oil or 
used in the operating at~a Based on this info~ we do not have mson to believe that 
chlordane or heptacblOr WCKe present in the waste st:rea:ot. 

It is illrely tbat the pesticidell were present at the~ ~the waste stream. Sud! 
pesiicides may have been present as~ for~ of calibmioa and quality ll.\lSimiiil:e, or 
in samples fi:om O'tbef sournes. Tints, there may have been m oppo!I:UDity fur ~n 
of samples during ar:ra!ysis in the~. wiW:h ~ m omp13!!aljoo f'C!C the emmeoJllll April 
12, 1993 3llalysis report. 

We abo have C~JJ~duck:d a I.'IICellt analysis of the waste stm1m. The analysis report of the reeent 
sample shows oo deteel:able hqJtacblor or cbloEdane (report enclosed). 

We believe !hat the results of our mvestigatioD of '!he history of the analyses and of the product 
lll1d ill; usage provide a ressn!lable basis f« our conclusion that the April 12. !993 analysis report 
was in error, and 1hat the #7C Tandem Mill Oil waste :mam has !lOt contained~ or 
hept;achlor. 

P!ell5e c:ontm:t the m~.demgned at (3 B) 845-3217, if you have my queslioos or comments on 
this mnnation. 

Vf'Jfy truly yours. 
ROUGE STEEL COMPANY 

Jtl!Jr~ 
D. S. Wmdeler 
Manager, En~ Eo~ 



Jim Sygo, Director 
Waste Management Division 
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 30028 
Lansing, Michigan 48909 

DRE-9J 

Re: Sybill, Incorporated 
111 Military Avenue 
Detroit, Michigan 
EPA I.D. No.: MID 000 022 400 

Dear Mr. Sygo: 

Pursuant to Section 3008(a) (2) of the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) as amended, I am providing notice to you that 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency is preparing to 
issue an Order under Section 3008 (a) (1) to Sybill, Incorporated. 
The Order addresses violations of the Michigan Administrative 
Code (MAC) R 299.9806 (2) (c) (Title 40 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations [40 CFR] 279.73(a) Subpart H, Standards for Used Oil 
Fuel Marketers); MAC R 299.9402 (40 CFR 263.11(a), Standards 
Applicable to Transporters of Hazardous Waste) and MAC R 
299.9502(1) (40 CFR 270.l(c), RCRA Permit Requirement). 

If you have any questions regarding this Order, please contact 
Mr. Bryan Holtrop of my staff at (312) 353-5103. 

Sincerely yours, 

ORI~NAL SJ:GNED BY 
JElSEPH M. BOYLE 

Joseph M. Boyle, Chief 
Enforcement & Compliance Assurance Branch 
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 
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ENFORCEMENT AND COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE BRANCH 

SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRE TARY 

~~\.;)9g 
AUTHOR/ MICHIGAN/ ECAB 
TYPIST WISCONSIN BRANCH 

SECT I ON CHIEF 
CHIEjf /') 
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Oti 
CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. Vasilios C. Madias 
Registered Agent 
Sybill, Inc. 
4440 Wyoming 
Dearborn, Michigan 48126 

RE: Pre-Filing Notice Letter 
Sybill, Incorporated 

DRE-9J 

U.S. EPA I.D. No. MIR 000 022 400 

Dear Mr. Madias: 

This letter is to notify you that the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), is prepared to bring a civil 
administrative or judicial enforcement proceeding against Sybill, 
Incorporated for violations of the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) . The complaint will allege that Sybill has 
violated Michigan Administrative Code (MAC) R 299.9806(2) (c) 
(Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations [40 CFR] 279.73(a), 
Subpart H, Standards for Used Oil Fuel Marketers); MAC R 299.9402 
(40 CFR 263.11(a), Standards Applicable to Transporters of 
Hazardous Waste); and MAC R 299.9502(1) (40 CFR 270.1(c), RCRA 
Permit Requirement). 

Before filing the complaint, however, we are extending to you the 
opportunity to advise the U.S. EPA of any factors you believe 
that the U.S. EPA should consider before issuing the civil 
complaint. Relevant factors may include any evidence of reliance 
upon on-site compliance assistance provided by the U.S. EPA or 
State agencies exercising delegated authority, misidentification 
of the proper party, or financial factors bearing on your ability 
to pay a civil penalty. If you believe that there are financial 
factors which bear on your ability to pay a civil penalty, please 
submit financial statements, including balance sheets and income 
statements for the past three years. 

Please note that the U.S. EPA may consider and use information 
provided by you in a civil or criminal proceeding related to this 
matter. 
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It is our intention to file the civil administrative complaint in 
the near future. Please submit your response to this office 
within (10) business days of receipt of this letter. You should 
direct your response to Mr. Bryan Holtrop, U.S. EPA Region 5, 
Mail Code DRE-9J, 77 W. Jackson Blvd., Chicago, IL, 60604. If 
you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. 
Holtrop at (312) 353-5103. Thank you for your prompt attention 
to this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 

GU:GJ:NAL SI~~!ED !1.'lt 
JOSEPH M. BCliJII: 

Joseph M. Boyle, Chief 
Enforcement & Compliance Assurance Branch 
Waste, Pesticides and Toxics Division 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 
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cc: Nick DiBr ano , President , Sybill 

bee : Branch File 
Section File 

ENFORCEMENT AND COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE BRANCH 

SECRETARY SECRETARY SECRETARY 

~~~~~ 

AUTHOR/ MICHIGAN/ ECAB 
TYPIST WI SCONSIN BRANCH 

SECTION CHIEF 
CHIEF 

~ 
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FE8·'12 98 16:00 FROM: MDEQ DETROIT OFFICE 313-392-6488 1 10:3123534342 

STATE OF I\IIICHIGI\N 

JOHN ENGLER, Govomlll' 

DU:PARTMENT OF EIIMROIIIMENTAL QUALITY 
HOLLISTER BUILDING, PO SOX 30413, LA'NSlNG Ml 411009-1'9'79 

11>4TER~IIT: l'lttp:tJwww.dwq.utet..o-d.•u• '\ 

RIJIIm.L .!. -IN<>, IJio"oo>r , 

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL dUt~LITY 

DETROIT 0~ ' 
300 lUVU PLACE, sn:j~ 

DETROIT, MI 41:20'1 

FAX COVER SH El;' 

DATE: 2/ll/98· 

TO: Bryan Holtrop, USEPA I 
FAX NO: lll 353 4342 

FROM: Jeanette M. Noecbel 
Waste Management Division 

PHONE: l(lll) 392-6524 . 

FAX NO: I(Jll) 391..6488 
i 

RE: SRS/Sybill,lnc. 

Number of pages including cover sheet: 

PAGE:01 

Message: Sylrill is now known as SRS Er1vi omental. Attached is 
my Letter 

1
ofWarning from my Jsumary 1, 997, inspection. 

Please let ~e know if there is amy further in rmation you need. 
Thanks! 

ca~plainant's Lxhicit 3 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

JOHN ENGLER, Gawrnor 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT~L QUALITY 

HDlLIGTER BUU.DING. PO DCIX 3047.3. t.AN.liiNG Nil 4r909-7973 
INTERNET; htlp;ti'\11WW.diiq.ltala.ml.us 

Mr. GaJY Berndt 
Complimce Officer 
SRS Environmenml (Sybil!, Inc.) 
Ill Military Street 
Detroit, Ml 48209 

Dear Mr. Berndt: 

SUB.IECT: Mil' 000 000 378 

RUSSELL J. HARDI"G1 Director 

J anlllll')' 23, I 997 

ft~Pt.YTO: 
WA!iTE IIANAGit=MEN'f DMSION 
OlimciT OFFICE 
3oo RIVEJiil PlACE: 

"'"'""""" DE"fROIT, MiCHJGN.I 4821ll 

On Janlllll')' 21, 1997, staff of the Michigan Depat1ment of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) 
conducted 1111 ins(>"Ction of Sybil~ Inc., (herellfter Sybil!) located at Ill Military Street, Detroit, Michigan, to evaluate ccmpliance of ll'lat facility with Part Ill: H!mirdous Waste Management, of ll'le Natural Resoun:es and Environmental Prote<:tion 1\llt, 1994 PA 451, liS amended, MCL 
324.11101 ~(Part Ill); Subtitle C of the Federal Resoun:e Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA), liS lllllC!Ided; Part 121: Liquid Industrial Wastes, of the Natural Resoun:es and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, MCL 324.12101 et S5!1 (Pllrt 121); and any 
regulations .promulgated pUI'Silant to these Acts. A ccpy of the c~mpleted inspection form can be 
obmined by. contscting this office. ' 1 
As a result of the inspection, staff of the MDEQ have determined that the above facility is in 
violation of the following: 1 

1. R 299.9813(3): 40 CFR 21!l.Sl(a), used oil~ and ni-refmers muot obtain 
an USEPA identifwation number. Sybil! currently has a Michigan processor 
identification (MIP 000 000 378). This is not a federal (USEPA) identification 
number. A notification form is attached to this letter. Pleue complete the form 
and return the form to this office (do not return directly to I..aqsing). 

2. R 2!19.9813(3): 40 CFR 279.52(a)(2){ii), all facilities must be equipped with 
devices such as telephones, 2 way radios, etc. Telephoqes are available at 
various locations throughout the site, however, tile tanJis across the street 
(Milimry Street) did not have telephones, etc. Please either document that 1 this 
equip!IICilt is not required 115 per 40 CFR 2 7!M2(2), or that the tsnks are not \!Sed 
for 1 waste oil processing or storage, or document that this type of equipment 
(telephones, etc.) is available for the location across the 

3. R 29!1.9813(3): 40 CFR 279.52(a){J), fRGility fire pro 
be tested and maintained as necessary to asSt¥e i proper ope!'lltion in 
time of emergency. One fire extinguisher in the Che cal Bldg. was observed 
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Mr. Gary Berndt 2 

T0:3123534342 

""""' 
January 23, 1997 

undercharged. Please document that this fire extinguisller has been checked ancl 
properly charged. 

' 

4. R 299.9813(3): 40 CFR\ 279.52(a)(6), the owner or operator of a used oil 
processing or m--refininl'l facility most attempt to n#e the following 
~~~TMgements, as &PProplliate for the type of used oil ilan41ed at the facility: 
Ammgements must be made with local police, fire and ejnergency response 
teams to familiarize them !with. the layout of II]<: lilcility, properties of hazardous 
waste lumdled 111 the lilcility and associatod! hlmlid~, pl~s where fiwility 
personnel would normally be working, entrance tol roa.:js imide the faoility and 
possible evacuation routes. Additionally, ~nts fmall be made to 
familiarize local hospitals with the properties of ~~~~waste handled at the 
facility and the type of injury or illnesses which ca~ld ult from fU'e, explosion 
or releases at !he fooility. At a minimlllll, the local poli e department, the local 
fire department and a local hospital or clinic must ~ ca led and ammgements 
made. During the inspection, it was stated that thf= lc fire department (Fire 
Marshall) and two local hospitals had been con~4 bur this could not be 
documented. In addition (sec ilelns S(b) & (f), bel~w), fbere is a requirement to 
provide the facility contingency plan to the SIIIIJe I~ authorities. Please 
doclllllent (such liS a certified mail receipt) that Sybil! has made the appropriate 
ammgements iitll the local police and fll'6 depllrtments, and m 100111 hospital or 
clinic. I · 

5. R 299.91113(3): 40 CFR 279.52(b)(l), eooh o~er or operator of a used oil 
processing or re-refining fooility must have a 1;0ntinf'ncy plan for the fiwility. 
~"Zu~!~C plan was available at Sybil!, and ·~ did .not meet the requirements, 

a) 40 CFR 279.52(b)(2)(i), the contingency pi~ must describe !he ootions 
facility personnel must llike in response to fns. explosions or releases. 
The SPCC plan dealt adequately with releases, but there was no 
infol11111tinn ~~>prding the actions faGility personnel would be required to 
take in the event of a fire or explosion. ) 

b) 40 CFR 279.52(b)(2)(iil). the plan must describe ammgements with local 
authorities (police, fire, hospital or clinic, at a minimum)(see item 4, 
above). 

c) 40 CFR 279.52(b)(2)(iv), the plan must list names, adclresses and phone 
numbers (office and home) of all pe~ns qualified to oot as emergency 
coordinator. The emergency coord~tor, Dave Stout, only had the 
beeper and home numbers listed. An address and \office number must 
be provided. ', 

i 
d) 40 CFR 279.S2(b)(2)(v). the plan m~ include' a lif of all emergency 

equipment at the faoillty (such as fire extinguishing~· spill control 
equipment, etc.), and this list must he kept up to date.! Til~ plan must also 
ineludu the location and a physical description of eafh ileln on the list, 
and a brief outline of its capabilities. No such infojation was available 
during the inspection. 

PRGE:03 
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Mr. Gary Berndt 3 January 23, 1997 

e) 40 CFR 279.S2(bX2)(vi), lite plllllt must include 1111 evacuation pl!m for 
facility personnel, which includes a description of signal(s) to be used to 
begin evacuation, evacuation routes (primary 1111d altemare). No such 
infonnlllion was available at !he time of inspection. 

f) 40 CFR 279.52(b)(3Xi-ii), copies of !he continll'1'cy pl1111 must be 
maintained at ilte facility 1111cl submitrecl to looal alltljorities (police, tire 
and hospital or clinic, at a minimum). I 

!'lease revise !he facility contingency plan to incl11de lh"se isres, and provide 11 
corrected copy to !his office. It is suggested !hat Sybill fll'St PljOVide lite CQm:cted 
contingency plan 10 !his office fur review and approval. Once ilte plan has been 
approved, copies should llten be sent to !he local aulliori~· . 

6. R 299.9813(3): 40 CFR 279.57(1! .. )(1-3), a used oil I r/re-refiner must 
report 10 MDEQIUSEP A. in !he fonn of a letter, on 11 bie ial basis (by MIII'Ch l" 
of each even numbered year) lli,e following infonnati nGeming used oil 

7. 

activities during the previous calendar year. 

a) 

b) 

!he USEP A identification number, lliiiiiil and ad 
refiner. 

the calendar yeu covered by the report. I 

c) 

d) 

!he quantities of used oil accepted for p~gl~-refining and the 
lllll!lllel' in which !he used oil is p:Jrefined, including the 
specific processes employed. 

Please submit this infonnation fur 1995 (origin due Mlm:ll !", 1996), 
and provide an ' ditionai co~ 10 tjlis Qffice. Document !hat this 
requirement wilt met on thne in !he ~ture. 

shall display only Cumlllt 
vehicle is no longer li under part Ill, all previ 
be removed A formerly licensed roll off box still 
ll'llnsporter decals (1992 unn:ada.ble year) affixed 
decals and document !his this office. 

ls on a vehicle. If a 
required decals shall 

two hazanlous waste 
Please ll'llll'lVO lheae 

~following areas, which are no ific violations, ~ identified: 

{~V Sybil! is a generator of oil (waste oil !hat is shipped off site for furllier 
.1 :_1 " f:;~ recovery and/or olf-s ,_· tion -~ oil burned for en~ recovery).. Any 

IJ' ' f'-" o._. _,..., tanks used to store used 0 must 00 clearly labeled Willi' !lie Words 'used oil', !t 
1 ) "'"> ~. v~r 0. &vr was Ullclear at !he thne inspection what tanks were being used for waste oil 

storage (8.11 a ;gr). ease document that !his requiremenf is being met 

2. Sybil! WB.Il usi~g luen in !lie facili~ lab to test~ vous I oillwllter samples. 
Waste toluene w ed to the f"fility wasrew treatment system for 
procesaing. Since ~ybi ppears to oo a conditioilall exempt small quantity 
generator, !his is 1111 le process, however, the waste toluene would be 
considered a FOOS li,sted us waste (presuming it is I 0% or greater toluene 

PRGE:04 
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Mr. Gary Berndt 4 January 23, 1997 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

I in the product solvenl). If Sybil! were ever to exceed the <;<>nditionally exempt 
Sll'UIIi qwmlity ~eneralor classification, 11!1)' other materials xoniaminated by the 
FOOS waste wo¥1d also be considered a listed lumtrdous w~ ll!ld would have to 
be manllgC(i as sucll. 

Piea.se cllll'il)' the US!Ig<l of Tank 5. It WIIS undel'flood ~urin' tho inspection 111111 
this tank may be used to separate fatsloilslgroase from pr ed wastewater, 
arul/or it may be used to store processed wastewater prior to discharge to the 
sewer. If this lank is used exclusively fur storage of pmces d wastewater, this 
would be considered a liquid industrial waste sterage lll!lk. Tonks used to store 
liquid industrial waste must be kept closed or covered, and this is an opeo topped 
lank (Part 121, Section 12113(1)). This tank, if a liquid industrial waate storage 
tank, must be covered. Please provide more infonnation to this office. 

R 299.9813(3); 40 CFR 279.52(2)(i) requires that an interrud communic;ations or 
alarm system must be available at the facility. This system must be capable of 
providing immediate emergency instructions (voice or signal) to facility 
persoMel. Sybil!' s buildings have an alll!'m system (burglar), but it was not c:llllll' 
if there was "" alarm or internal communications system (such as a PA system) 
available at the site or for the tanks across the slreel (Milltsry Street). 

R 299.91113(3): 40 CFR 279.52(4), wherever used oil is being poured, mixed, 
spread or otherwise handled, 1111 personnel involved in the operation must have 
immediate access to 1111 internal alarm or emergency communication device, 
eilher directly or through visual or voice contsct will! another employee, It was 
not clear if the tanks across die stteet (Militauy Street) were being used fur wi!Stll 
oil storage/processing .1111d would therefore require tljis type of BCCC!IS to an 
inlerrlal alann. No telephones or other internal alamls \¥ere stated to be P"i"""t 
at this location. Please document tbat either this locatjon d s not require this 
type of internal alarm, or document ll!at an internal aJ is present at this 
location. 

PI~ provide 11 J,y of tile c~ion for the sandb liquid observed on 
site (conlaine.s). This material was brought on site as a non b 

7. Please document when 1 the required cleanout (required und 11 Wayne County 
Consent Decree) of Tank 3 has been completed, l!ll.d when c hole cut into the 
side of Tank 3 (to facilitate cleanout) lias been repaired. 

8. R 299.9813(3): 40 CFR 279.54(f)(l), containers and above ground tanks IISed to 
store or process used oil (used oil processors or re-refiners) must be labeled or 
marked clearly with the words 'Used Oil'. Please document that the appropriate 
tanks have been marked. 

PRGE:05 

Sybil! must respond to the·. viplations ss noted this letter and is req. uested to respond, where indicated. to tbe commenWissjres. Please submit doc~wion to tbis office regarding tbose 
actions taken to address the violations and the responses IQ the comm~ntslissues by Felll'll&ry 24, 1997. The MDEQ will evalua., the resp!IIIS0 1111d determine compli ce status ll!1d notiljt you of 
this determinalion. 
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I . 

I 

Mr. Gary Berndt 5 JMU9.1)1 23, 1997 

This Letter of Warning does not preclude nor limit tile MDEQ's ability to initiate any other enforcement action, under state or fedemllaw, as deemed appropriate. 

Attached, for your information, is a handout explaining the Pollution Incident Prevention Plan 
required for cel'tllin fucilities in !he under Part 31, Water Resources Protection, of the Natural Resources 1111d Environmental Protection Act, 1994 !'A 4SI, MCL 324.3101 et seq ; a short info11nationa.l sheet on waste minimization; 8l1 information sheet on recycling fluorescent lamps; 
and information on PCB ballast's, 

If you have any quastiollS, please feel free to contact me. 

eanette M. Noeebol 
Environmental Quality Anlllyst 

1 Waste Management Division 
(31)) 392-6524 

Enclos~~tes \ · 
cc: Benedict N. Okwumabua, MDEQ, Livonia 

' 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN 

JOHN eNOilER. GO¥crnoi' 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAl.. QUALITY 

Mr. Nick DiBrano 
SRS Enviromnental 
111 Miliwy Ave. 
Detroit, M.l 41!20\1 

Dear Mr. DiBraoo: 

INTiRNt;T. ~tWiiWWW QQI<,~t(:lltt.m>.u& 

RU&ai!..L. J. W.RI:UNO, IJirec\of 

March 27, 1997 

SUBJECT: Notification of Regulated Waste Activity 

Idell1lfic:ation Number MIROOOOZZ400 

,qt,PI..YTO· 

WASTE iAAAAGEMENT OIVISION 
PQBOX3£124, 
b.i\N.GIN~f. Ml ~IIIX)9.-t14, 

Tht Michijan Department of'Envirolll'llellul Quality (MDEQ) bas received a Notification 

of Regulated Was~ Activity (MDBQ form EQP~ 1 'iO) which waq mlhmitted pursusnt to 

Section 3010 of the Resource Co'llSeMtion IIIHI ~Act, 42 U.S. C. 6930 and 

Public Act 451 ofl994, Part 111, as~ MCt 314. t HOI ~-

Accordlqly, an Idenlification Number ball been isSiled for SRS Enviroll!llcmtailocated at 

lll Mlllt&ry Ava., Detroit, MI 411109. ThU twelve chaneter itlentiflcatinn number 

~must be used on allllllllifesla tbr shipmentS oft'·site of hazardous waste 

or liquid lndlmrlal wasta alld any correapo~ r~~~J~~rdius ~dous waste activiti~ 

with .MDEQ or_the US. &virWIIIH!IItal Protectioo Agency. 

&closed is a copy of the I!IOtiflcatlon fonn ~ with the identification number 

entered in Item l C. Please carefully review the status marlted to verify whether the 

COrrect box was checked in Item vm. The status for this facility is: 

Used oil marketer. 
Used oil transporter 

Used oil p~r. 

If you determine that thll incorrect status Wllli ~please rubmit a new notification 

form (EQ!'S150) with~ illf'ormation (complete Item lB. 11.11d I. C.), aloog with a 

oover letter explaining that the first notilication wu incorrect. 

Nott: t.iwt ll1e ideotltkallon oumbet i& slte-gemnted; meanlna thia idontiiication !Nmber 

~:amnot be used at a new location. ln case of a move, cqe of owner or facllity status, 

contact the MDEQ for a new ina1ruction booldet awlllOiificlltion furm (EQP5150). 
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Page 2 
Ma"h 27, 1997 

If the pW)lose of this notification is a one-time generation of hazardous waste due to a 

clean-up, PCB Remowl, underground •t01·age tank removal, etc .. please notifY the MDEQ 

in writing upon completion of the project The MDEQ will deactivate the Identification 

Number at tl!at time. 

If you have any questions please contact me 111 the number below or Mr. Don Clingersmith 

at 517-335-5139. 

ec: District Oflke 
File 

PAGE:03 
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STATEn~ MICHIGAN 

JOHN ENGI..I~. G.CIIOFF!Of 

DEPARTMENT OF ENIJff'.ONMENTAI. QUALITY 
HO!.l.16Te!flt OUI!.!:>INil, PO 0(:1)1: 80473, i..ANGINC r.Af ol$1109-7•7" 

INl'e~NET: l'tttp;,·~.t»q Ualil!f,m•.l,llll 

Ftl..iMil!Lir. J. ~. Director 

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

DETROIT OFFICE 
300 RIVER PLACE, STE 3600 

DETROIT, MI 4111.07 

FAX COVER SHEET 

DATE: 9/15/97 

FAX NO: Jl2-JSl-478S 

FROM: Jeanette M. Noeehel 
Waste Manaaement Division 

PHONE: (313) 391-6514 
-

FAX NO: (JU) 392-6488 

RE: SRS/Sybill 

Number of pages including cover sheet: 5 

Message: Notification form for SRS!SybiU. Am still checking on 
the on-spec oil isl!lue. Anythbag ebe, please let me know. Tbanks! 



S:YBI LL1 Incorporated 

October 20, 1995 

Mr. Michael Cunningham 
USEPA Region 5, RCRA 
Enforcement Branch (HRE-8J) 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604 

RE: INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

Dear Mr. Cunningham: 

111 Military, Detroit, Michigan 48209-4102 

Telephone: 313/841-6190 Facsimile: 313/841-6446 

Enclosed you will find our response to your written request dated 
September 18, 1995. 

Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 detailed information is 
listed in the enclosed documents marked "ITEMS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 
8, 9, 20, and 11. 

ITEM 6 
Oil shipped out-bound to various clients (On "Spec" 
Materials Non Hazardous) are used in the 
following ways: 

A. Burn Stock 
B. Lube Stock 
c. Processor/Re-finer 

ITEM 7 
Sybill, Inc. shipped 8,500 gallons of processed oil 
to the Usher Oil company on February 14, 1995 for 
re-refining. 
US-EPA ID Number MID 016 985 814 

ITEM 8 
No known shipments of off-specification oils. 

ITEM 9 
Refer to Items 7 and 10. 

Administration: 4440 Wyoming, Dearborn, Michigan 481 26-3725- 313/582-2520 



ITEM 10 

Page 2 
Cunningham Letter 

1. "Warner". Sybill, Inc. shipped 5, 500 
gallons of on spec oil to Warner 
Petroleum on April 27, 1995. Material is 
used for burn stock. 
US-EPA ID Number MID-(517)-386-4350 
"Diane" 

v'2. "MMT". Sybill, Inc. shipped 6,443 
gallons of on spec oil to MMT on January 
18, 1995. Material is used for lube 
stock or burning dependent upon market 
needs. 
US-EPA ID Number MID 981 192 347 

3. "MMT". Sybill, Inc. 8,500 gallons of on 
spec oil to MMT on February 14, 1995. 
Material is used for lube stock or 
burning dependent upon market needs. 
US-EPA ID Number MID 981 192 347 

4. "Bucks Oil". Sybill, Inc. shipped 4,000 
gallons of on spec oil to Bucks Oil on 
February 14, 1995. Material is used for 
lube stock. 
US-EPA ID Number MIH 000 000 339 

If any additional documents are needed for your inspection, please 
know that the additional information is on file. 

Also, should you have any questions or concerns regarding this 
letter, please call me at 313-841-6190. 

pc: Nickolas DiBrano, General Manager, Sybill, Inc. 
George Haratsaris, Facilities Engineer, Sybill, Inc. 
Gary D. Berndt, Compliance Officer, Sybil!, Inc. 
Richard Connors, Plunkett & Cooney, P.C. 



SYBI LL, Incorporated 

October 20, 1995 

Mr . Michael Cunningham 
USEPA Region 5, RCRA 
Enforcement Branch (HRE-8J) 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604 

RE: RCRA 3007 INFORMATION REQUEST 
SYBILL, INC., DETROIT 1 MI 
MIH 000 000 378 

Dear Mr . Cunningham: 

111 Military, Detroit, Michigan 48209-4102 

Telephone: 313/841-6190 Facsimile: 313/841 -6446 

Pursuant to a formal request by your director, Joseph M. Boyle, 
Sybill, Inc . hereby encloses various documents listed within the 
Information Request portion of the request. 

Sybill received the request on September 29, 1995 . It is our 
understanding that a response is due on or about October 23, 1995, 
which falls within the twenty {20) days of receipt of your request. 

Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. 2.203(b), Sybtll, Inc. inserts a claim of 
business confidentiality regarding all of the information submitted 
in response to this request, because none of the information 
submitted is emission data as defined at 40 C.F.R. 2.301 (a) (2). 
In the event any of this information is forwarded to other 
agencies, including the state of Michigan, our claim of business 
confidentiality shall be maintained and the receiving agency shall 
be informed of such claim and required to, handle such information 
appropriately, subject to penalties prpvided by law for release of 
information subject to such protection. 

I certify under penalty of l aw that I have personally examined and 
am familiar with the information submitted in responding to this 
Information Request . Based upon my review of all relevant 
documents available to me and inquiry of those individuals 
immediately responsible for providing all relevant information and 
documents , I believe that the information submitted is true, 
accurate , and complete. I am aware that there are significant 
penalties for submitting false including the 
possibility of fine and imprisonm 

Date : /O ~;; 1995 By : 
7 

Its: 

Notarized: \~~~~u~~ 
MATTHE1N J. LIVERNOIS 

fi•JT.':~5 pu;::\_!L: - 1!!:~'. : ··~ CQ~NTY, MICH. 
;:;;;' cu,::~~·; ; ·:;~: ·.~;:·! L(~i~t:s ~J-14 .. 99 

.. -~· 

Administration: 4440 Wyoming, Dearborn. Michigan 48 1 26-3725 - 31 3/582-2520 



SYBILL1 Incorporated 

october 20, 1995 

Mr. Michael Cunningham 
USEPA Region 5, RCRA 
Enforcement Branch (HRE-8J) 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 
Chicago, IL 60604 

RE: INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

Dear Mr. Cunningham: 

111 Military, Detroit, Michigan 48209-4102 

Telephone: 313/841-6190 Facsimile: 313/841 -6446 

Enclosed you will find our response to your written request dated 
September 18, 1995. 

Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 detailed information is 
listed in the enclosed documents marked "ITEMS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 
8, 9, 20, and 11. 

ITEM 6 
Oil shipped out-bound to various clients (On "Spec" 
Materials Non Hazardous) are used in the 
following ways: 

A. Burn Stock 
B. Lube Stock 
c. Processor/Re-finer 

ITEM 7 
Sybill, Inc. shipped 8,500 gallons of processed oil 
to the Usher Oil Company on February 14, 1995 for 
re-refining. 
US-EPA ID Number MID 016 985 814 

ITEM~ 

No known shipments of off-specification oils. 

ITEM 9 
Refer to Items 7 and 10. 

Administratio n : 4440 Wyoming, Dearborn. Michigan 48126-3725-313/582- 2520 



ITEM 10 

Page 2 
Cunningham Letter 

1. "Warner". Sybill, Inc. shipped 5,500 
gallons of on spec oil to Warner 
Petroleum on April 27, 1995. Material is 
used for burn stock. 
US-EPA ID Number MID-(517)-386-4350 
"Diane" 

"2. "MMT". Sybill, Inc. shipped 6,443 
gallons of on spec oil to MMT on January 
18, 1995. Material is used for lube 
stock or burning dependent upon market 
needs. 
US-EPA ID Number MID 981 192 347 

3. "MMT". Sybill, Inc. 8,500 gallons of on 
spec oil to MMT on February 14, 1995. 
Material is used for lube stock or 
burning dependent upon market needs. 
US-EPA ID Number MID 981 192 347 

4. "Bucks Oil". Sybill, Inc. shipped 4,000 
gallons of on spec oil to Bucks Oil on 
February 14, 1995. Material is used for 
lube stock. 
US-EPA ID Number MIH 000 000 339 

If any additional documents are needed for your inspection, please 
know that the additional information is on file. 

Also, should you have any questions or concerns regarding this 
letter, please call me at 313-841-6190. 

pc: Nickolas DiBrano, General Manager, Sybill, Inc. 
George Haratsaris, Facilities Engineer, Sybill, Inc. 
Gary D. Berndt, Compliance Officer, Sybill, Inc. 
Richard Connors, Plunkett & Cooney, P.C. 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

SYBILL, INCORPORATED 
WASTE TREATMENT CENTER 
111 MILITARY AVENUE 
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48209 

EPA ID NO.: MI13 00!5 ~H H'l! 

) INFORMATION REQUEST PURSUANT 
) TO SECTION 3007 OF THE 
) RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
) RECOVERY ACT, AS AMENDED, 
) 42 u.s.c. §6927 
) 

This is a request by the United States Environmental Protection 

Agency (U.S. EPA) issued pursuant to Section 3007 of the Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended, 42 u.s.c. 

§6927. The issuance of this request serves to require Sybill, 

Incorporated to submit information relating to the generation, 

storage, treatment, disposal, and/or recycling of solid andjor 

hazardous waste and used oil at Sybill, Inc., Waste Treatment 

Center, located in Detroit, Michigan, as defined by Michigan 

Administrative Code, Part 1 and 40 CFR Part 261. 

The state of Michigan is authorized to administer and enforce a 

hazardous waste management program in lieu of the Federal program 

under Subtitle C of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6921 et. seq., subject to 

the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 (HSWA), November 

8, 1984, 42 U.S.C. §6926(c) and (g). The State's program, as 

administered by the Michigan Department of Natural Resources, was 

approved by U.S. EPA pursuant to 42 u.s.c. §6926(b) and 40 CFR 

Part 271. U.S. EPA's approvals were effective on October 30, 

1986, January 23, 1990, and June 24, 1991 (see 51 Fed. Reg. 

36804, 54 Fed. Reg. 46808, and 56 Fed. Reg. 18517). Michigan is 

authorized to implement only the HSWA requirements identified in 

the June 24, 1991, Federal Register notice granting Michigan 
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authorization (see 56 Fed. Reg. 18517). Michigan has primary 

responsibility for enforcing its hazardous waste program. 

However, U.S. EPA retains the authority to exercise its 

enforcement authorities under Sections 3007, 3008, 3013, and 7003 

of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §§6927, 6928, 6934, and 6973, as well as under 

other Federal laws and regulations. 

I. INSTRUCTIONS 

This request for information pertains to any and all information 

you may have regarding the generation, treatment, storage, 

disposal and/or recycling of solid andjor hazardous waste and 

used oil at the Sybill, Inc., Waste Treatment Center located at 

111 Military Avenue, Detroit, Michigan 48209 ("Sybill"). 

If any information called for herein is not available or 

accessible in the full detail requested, the request shall be 

deemed to call for the best information available. The request 

also requires the production of all information called for in as 

detailed a manner as possible based upon such information as is 

available or accessible. 

The information must be provided notwithstanding its possible 

characterization as confidential information or trade secrets. 

You are entitled to assert a claim of confidentiality pursuant to 

40 CFR §2.203(b) for any information produced that, if disclosed 

to persons other than officers, employees, or duly authorized 

representatives of the United States, would divulge information 

entitled to protection as trade secrets. Any information which 
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the Administrator of this Agency determines to constitute 

methods, processes or other business information entitled to 

protection as trade secrets will be maintained as confidential 

pursuant to the procedures set forth in 40 CFR Part 2. A request 

for confidential treatment must be made when information is 

provided since any information not so identified will not be 

accorded this protection by the Agency. 

The written statements submitted pursuant to this request must be 

notarized and returned under an authorized signature certifying 

that all statements contained therein are true, accurate, and 

complete to the best of the signatory's knowledge and belief. 

Should the signatory find at any time after submittal of the 

requested information that any portion of this submittal 

certified as true is false or misleading, the signatory should so 

notify U.S. EPA. If any information submitted under this 

information request is found by u.s. EPA to be untrue or 

misleading, the signatory can be prosecuted under Section 1001 of 

Title 18 of the United States Code. u.s. EPA has the authority 

to use the information requested herein in an administrative, 

civil, or criminal action. 

The information requested herein must be provided, within twenty 

{20) days following receipt of this request, to the United States 

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5, Attention: Mr. Michael 

Cunningham, RCRA Enforcement Branch (HRE-SJ), 77 West Jackson 

Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois 60604. 
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This Information Request is not subject to the Paperwork 

Reduction Act, See 44 U.S.C. Sections 3518(c) {1) (A) and (B). 

II. DEFINITIONS 

A. "Facility" means all contiguous land, and structures, other 

appurtenances, and improvements on the land, used for 

treating, storing, or disposing of hazardous waste. A 

facility may consist of several treatment, storage, or 

disposal operational units (e.g., one or more landfills, 

surface impoundments, or combinations of them), as defined in 

Mich. Admin. Code r. 299.9103 and 40 CFR §260.10. 

B. "Hazardous waste" means a hazardous waste as defined in 

Mich. Admin. Code r. 299.9104 and r. 299.9203 and 

40 CFR §§261.3 and 260.10. 

C. "Management" means the systematic control of the collection, 

source separation, storage, transportation, processing, 

treatment, recovery, and disposal of hazardous waste, as 

defined in Mich. Admin. Code r. 299.9105 and 40 CFR §260.10. 

D. "Processing" means chemical or physical operations designed 

to produce from used oil, or to make used oil more amenable 

for production of, fuel oils, lubricants, or other used oil­

derived product. Processing includes, but is not limited to: 

blending used oil with virgin petroleum products, blending 

used oils to meet the fuel specification, filtration, simple 
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distillation, chemical or physical separation and re­

refining, as defined in 40 CFR §279.10. 

E. "Solid Waste" means any garbage, refuse, sludge from a waste 

treatment plant, water supply treatment plant, or air 

pollution control facility and other discarded material, 

including solid, liquid, semisolid, or contained gaseous 

material resulting from the industrial, commercial, mining, 

and agricultural operations, and from community activities, 

but does not include solid or dissolved material in domestic 

sewage, or solid or dissolved materials in irrigation return 

flows or industrial discharges which are point sources 

subject to permits under Section 402 of the Federal Water 

Pollution Control Act, as amended, 33 U.S.C. §1342, or 

source, special nuclear, or byproduct material as defined by 

the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 42 U.s.c. §2011 

et. seq., as defined in Section 1004 of the Solid Waste 

Disposal Act, as amended. 

F. "Treatment" means any method, technique, or process, 

including neutralization, designed to change the physical, 

chemical, or biological character, or composition of any 

hazardous waste so as to neutralize such waste, or so as to 

recover energy or material resources from the waste, or so as 

to render such waste nonhazardous or less hazardous; safer to 

transport, store, or dispose of; or amenable for recovery, 

amenable for storage, or reduced in volume, as defined in 
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Mich. Admin. Code r. 299.9108 and 40 CFR §260.10. 

G. "Used oil" means any oil that has been refined from crude 

oil, or any synthetic oil, that has been used and as a result 

of such use is contaminated by physical or chemical 

impurities, as defined in 40 CFR §279.10. 

H. "Used oil fuel marketer" means any person who conducts either 

of the following activities: 

(1) Directs a shipment of off-specification used oil from 

their facility to a used oil burner; or 

(2) First claims that used oil that is to be burned for 

energy recovery meets the used oil fuel specifications set 

forth in 40 CFR §279.11, as defined in 40 CFR §279.10. 

I. "Used oil generator" means any person, by site, whose act or 

process produces used oil or whose act first causes used oil 

to become subject to regulation, as defined in 

40 CFR §279.10. 

J. "Used oil processorfre-refiner" means a facility that 

processes used oil, as defined in 40 CFR §279.10. 

K. "Used oil transporter" means any person who transports used 

oil, any person who collects used oil from more than one 

generator and transports the collected oil, and owners and 

operators of used oil transfer facilities, as defined in 

40 CFR §279.10. 
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L. "You" or "Respondent" shall mean the addressee of this 

Request, the addressee's officers, managers, employees, 

contractors, trustees, partners, successors, assignees, and 

agents. 

M. All terms not defined herein shall have their ordinary 

meaning, unless such terms are defined in RCRA, Mich. Admin. 

Code r. Parts 1 through 11, 40 CFR Part 300 or 40 CFR Parts 

260-280, in which case the statutory or regulatory 

definitions shall apply. 

III. Request for Answers to Questions and the Production of 

Documents 

1. Provide a detailed description of the used oil operations 

carried out at Sybill. Identify the sources of used oil, the 

steps in processing used oil, the final used oil-derived 

products, the destination(s) and intended use(s) of the final 

used oil-derived products, and all solid and/or hazardous 

wastes generated from the process(es). Describe the material 

each tank or container receives (i.e., wastewater, on­

specification used oil, off-specification used oil, etc.). 

2. For all shipments of used oil received by Sybill since 

September 10, 1992, which contained greater than 1,000 ppm 

total halogens, provide the documentation andfor analyses 

used to rebut the presumption of mixing pursuant to 

40 CFR §279.53. 
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3. Provide a copy of all documents regarding the off-site 

shipment of used oil from Sybill since September 10, 1992. 

This may include manifests, invoices, bills of lading, logs, 

and chemical and/or physical analyses of the used oil. 

4. For all shipments of used oil for which Sybill acted as a 

transporter since September 10, 1992, provide the following 

records: 

A. For used oil shipments accepted: 

1) The name and address of the generator, transporter, or 

processorjre-refiner who provided the used oil for 

transport; 

2) The EPA identification number (if applicable) of the 

generator, transporter, or processorjre-refiner who 

provided the used oil for transport; 

3} The quantity of used oil accepted; and 

4) The signature, dated upon receipt of the used oil, of a 

representative of the generator, transporter, or 

processorjre-refiner who provided the used oil for 

transport; 

B. For used oil shipments delivered: 

1) The name and address of the receiving facility or 

transporter; 

2) The EPA identification number of the receiving facility 

or transporter; 

3) The quantity of used oil delivered; 

4) The date of delivery; and 
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5) The signature, dated upon receipt of the used oil, of a 

representative of the receiving facility or 

transporter. 

5. For all shipments of used oil accepted by Sybill for 

processing andfor re-refining since September 10, 1992, 

provide the following information: 

1) The name, address, and EPA identification number of the 

transporter who delivered the used oil; 

2) The name, address, and EPA identification number {if 

applicable) of the generator or processorjre-refiner 

from whom the used oil was sent; 

3) The quantity of used oil accepted; and 

4) The date of acceptance. 

6. For each shipment of used oil accepted by Sybill for 

processing andjor re-refining since September 10, 1992, and 

shipped to a used oil burner, processorjre-refiner, or 

disposal facility, provide the following information: 

1) The name, address, and EPA identification number of the 

transporter who delivers the used oil to the burner, 

processorjre-refiner, or disposal facility; 

2) The name, address, and EPA identification number of the 

burner, processorjre-refiner or disposal facility who 

will receive the used oil; 

3) The quantity of used oil shipped; and 

4) The date of shipment. 
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7. Provide the information outlined in paragraph 5 above for the 

enclosed document dated 2/14/95 regarding a shipment of 8,500 

gallons of waste oil to Usher Oil for disposal. 

8. For each shipment of off-specification used oil fuel sent to 

a burner since September 10, 1992, provide the following: 

1) The name, address, and EPA identification number of the 

transporter who delivers the used oil to the burner; 

2) The name, address, and EPA identification number of the 

burner who will receive the used oil; 

3) The quantity of used oil shipped; and 

4) The date of shipment. 

5) the one-time written certification notice from the 

burner(s) pursuant to 40 CFR §279.75. 

9. For each shipment of on-specification used oil fuel sent to a 

burner since September 10, 1992, provide the following: 

1) The name and address of the facility receiving the 

shipment; 

2) The quantity of used oil fuel delivered; 

3) The date of shipment or delivery; and 
/~ 

\4) A cross-reference to the record of used oil analysis or 

other information used to make the determination that 

the oil meets the specification as required under 

40 CFR §279.72(a). 

10. Provide the name and address of the recipients of, analyses 

on, and ultimate disposition of, used oil referred to in the 
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following documents enclosed with this information request: 

(1) the document dated 4/27/93 regarding a 5,500 gallon load of 

on-specification oil; 

(2) the document dated 1/16/95 regarding 6,500 gallons of EPA 

off-specification used oil; 

(3) the document dated 1/18/95 regarding a 6;443 gallon Ioad ofz. 

on-specification fuel; and 

(4-)-~the document .. dated 2/14/95 regarding 8, 500 gallons of EPA / 

on-specification oil. 

11. Provide the following notarized certification by a 

responsible corporate officer or by a duly authorized 

representative of that person: 

I certify under penalty of law that this document and all 
attachments were prepared under my direction or supervision 
in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified 
personnel properly gather and evaluate the information 
submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who 
manage the system, or those persons directly responsible for 
gathering the information, the information submitted is, to 
the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and 
complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties 
for submitting false information, including the possibility 
of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations. 

Issued this _______________ day of 

Joseph M. Boyle, Chief 
RCRA Enforcement Branch 
Waste Management Division 

--------------------' 1995. 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 



SYBILL, Incorporated 

October 2, 1995 

Mr. Michael Cunningham 
USEPA REGION 5, RCRA 
Enforcement Branch (HRE- 8J) 
77 West Jackson Boulevard 

----,eh-±-cago, I:&-----6-e-6-04 

RE: FORMAL LETTER OF EXTENSION & 
DOCUMENT REQUEST REVISION ' S 

Dear Mr. Cunningham: 

111 M il itary, Detroit. Michigan 48209-4102 

Telephone: 313/841 -6190 Facsimile: 313/841-6446 

I;K1 ~ C EIW(I]) 
~r o (; 1995 

OFFICE OF C A 
WASTE MANA(;IfM NT OIVI lOJi( 

EPA llEGION V: 

This letter is a formal request asking for an additional thirteen 
(13) days to respond to your request for information . As per our 
telephone conversations on September 29, 1995 and October 2, 1995, 
Sybill, Inc. is providing your office with this written 
acknowledgement that our formal response will be due on or before 
October 23 , 1995. 

Due to the large amount of paperwork involved , Sybill will also be 
limiting its document submittance for Items 3, 4, 5, 6 , 8 and 9 as 
listed in your original request . 

Sybil! understands that it should provide your office with any 
information on file regarding in-bound wastes or out-bound oils 
which contain greater that 1 , 000 ppm total halogens . 

This request revision will limit to (75) the number of documents 
provided for each item . 

If you should have any questions or concerns regarding this letter , 
please call me at 313-841-6190. 

Sincerely , 

~!_;-em-~ 
Gary D. Berndt 
Compliance Officer 
Sybi ll , Inc. 

pc: Nickolas DiBrano , General Manager, Sybill, Inc . 
George Haratsaris, Facilities Engineer, Sybill , Inc . 
Vasilios C. Madias, President, Sybill, Inc. 
Richard Connors , Plunkett & Cooney, P.C . 

Administration: 4440 Wyoming, Dearborn, Michigan 48126-3725- 313/582-2520 



CERTIFIED MAIL 
RE'l'-URN RECE-l:-P'l'-REQUES'l'E -

Mr . Mohamed Ahmed 
Plant SUJ?_ef:'visor 
Sybill, Incorporated 
Waste Treatment Center 
111 Military Avenue 
Detroit, Michigan 48209 

Dear Mr . Ahmed : 

HRE-BJ 

Re : RCRA §3007 Information Request 
Sybill, Incorporated 

Detroit, Michigan 
MID 005 516 198 

This is a request for information by the United States Env ironmental 
Protection Agency (U . S. EPA) pursuant to its authority under Section 30 07 of 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended, 42 U . S.C. 
§6927 . The information requested relates to Sybill's Waste Treatment facility 
in Detroit, Michigan. 

The information requested herein must be provided to this office within the 
timeframe specified in the request, notwithstanding its possible 
characterization as confidential information . You may, pursuant to 40 CFR 
§2.203(a), assert a business confidentiality claim covering all or part of the 
information in the manner described in 40 CFR §2 . 203(b). Information covered 
by such a claim will be disclosed by U. S. EPA only to the extent and by means 
of the procedures set forth in 40 CFR Part 2, Subpart B . Any request for 
confidentiality must be made when the information is submitted, since any 
information not so identified may be made available to the public without 
further notice. 

Written statements submitted pursuant to this request must be notarized and 
submitted under an authorized signature certifying, pursuant to 40 CFR 
§270.11, that all statements contained therein are true and accurate to the 
best of the signatory's knowledge and belief . Any documents submitted to the 
U . S . EPA, Region 5, pursuant to this information request should be certified 
as true and authentic to the best of the signatory's knowledge or belief . 

Should the signatory find, at any time after the submittal of the requested 
information, that any portion of the submitted information is false, 



misleading or incomplete, the signatory should so notify Region 5. If any 
answer certified as true should be found to be untrue or misleading, the 
signatory can and may be prosecuted pursuant to 18 U.S.C. §1001. U.S. EPA has 
the authority to use the information requested herein in an administrative, 
civil, or criminal action. 

This Information Request is not subject to the approval requirements of the 
Paperwork Act of 1980, 44 U.S.C. Section 3501, et. seq. If you have any 
questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Michael Cunningham, RCRA 
Enforcement Branch, at (312) 886-4464. Your response should be sent to the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5, RCRA Enforcement 
B-ranch -----{HRE----8-J-)----,-- 7 7 Wes-t-----Jackson -Boul-evard,----- Chica--go·;--------rlT-ino-is·-----o-o-6-o 4--~----­
Attention: Michael Cunningham. 

SincerelJ[_ "yours, 

Joseph M. Boyle, Chief 
RCRA Enforcement Branch 

Enclosures 

cc: Tim Sonnenberg, MDNR 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

SYBILL, INCORPORATED 
WASTE TREATMENT CENTER 
111 MILITARY AVENUE 
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48209 

EPA ID NO.: MIB @35 lS 19~ 

) INFORMATION REQUEST PURSUANT 
) TO SECTION 3007 OF THE 
) RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND 
) RECOVERY ACT, AS AMENDED, 
) 42 u.s.c. §6927 
) 

.'I'I:J.is;j,sii:roa511.lest by the United States Environmental Protection 

Agency (U.S. EPA) issued pursuant to Section 3007 of the Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended, 42 u.s.c. 

§6927. The issuance of this request serves to require Sybill, 

Incorporated to submit information relating to the generation, 

storage, treatment, disposal, anofor recycling of solid and/or 

hazardous waste and used oil at Sybill, Inc., Waste Treatment 

Center, located in Detroit, Michigan, as defined by Michigan 

Administrative Code, Part 1 and 40 CFR Part 261. 

The State of Michigan is authorized to administer and enforce a 

hazardous waste management program in lieu of the Federal program 

under Subtitle c of RCRA, 42 u.s.c. §6921 et. seq., subject to 

the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 (HSWA), November 

8, 1984, 42 U.S.C. §6926(c) and (g). The State's program, as 

administered by the Michigan Department of Natural Resources, was 

approved by U.S. EPA pursuant to 42 U.S.C. §6926(b) and 40 CFR 

Part 271. U.S. EPA's approvals were effective on October 30, 

1986, January 23, 1990, and June 24, 1991 (see 51 Fed. Reg. 

36804, 54 Fed. Reg. 46808, and 56 Fed. Egg. 18517). Michigan is 

authorized to implement only the HSWA requirements identified in 

the June 24, 1991, Federal Register notice granting Michigan 
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authorization (see 56 Fed. Reg. 18517). Michigan has primary 

responsibility for enforcing its hazardous waste program. 

However, U.S. EPA retains the authority to exercise its 

enforcement authorities under Sections 3007, 3008, 3013, and 7003 

of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §§6927, 6928, 6934, and 6973, as well as under 

other Federal laws arid regulations. 

I. INS'l'RUCTIONS 

This request for information pertains to any and all information 

you may have regarding the generation, treatment, storage, 

disposal and/or recycling of solid and/or hazardous waste and 

used oil at the Sybill, Inc., Waste Treatment Center located at 

111 Military Avenue, Detroit, Michigan 48209 ("Sybill"). 

If any information called for herein is not available or 

accessible in the full detail requested, the request shall be 

deemed to call for the best information available. The request 

also requires the production of all information called for in as 

detailed a manner as possible based upon such information as is 

available or accessible. 

The information must be provided notwithstanding its possible 

characterization as confidential information or trade secrets. 

You are entitled to assert a claim of confidentiality pursuant to 

40 CFR §2.203(b) for any information produced that, if disclosed 

to persons other than officers, employees, or duly authorized 

representatives of the United States, would divulge information 

entitled to protection as trade secrets. Any information which 
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the Administrator of this Agency determines to constitute 

methods, processes or other business information entitled to 

protection as trade secrets will be maintained as confidential 

pursuant to the procedures set forth in 40 CFR Part 2. A request 

for confidential treatment must be made when information is 

provided sirice ariy Tritormatiori not so 1dentif'led. will not be 

accorded this protection by the Agency. 

The written statements submitted pursuant to this request must be 

notarized and returned under an authorized signature certifying 

that all statements contained therein are true, accurate, and 

complete to the best of the signatory's knowledge and belief. 

Should the signatory find at any time after submittal of the 

requested information that any portion of this submittal 

certified as true is false or misleading, the signatory should so 

notify U.S. EPA. If any information submitted under this 

information request is found by U.S. EPA to be untrue or 

misleading, the signatory can be prosecuted under Section 1001 of 

Title 18 of the United States Code. u.s. EPA has the authority 

to use the information requested herein in an administrative, 

civil, or criminal action. 

The information requested herein must be provided, within twenty 

(20) days following receipt of this request, to the United States 

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5, Attention: Mr. Michael 

cunningham, RCRA Enforcement Branch (HRE-SJ), 77 West Jackson 

Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois 60604. 



4 

This Information Request is not subject to the Paperwork 

Reduction Act, See 44 U.S.C. Sections 3518(c) (1) (A) and (B). 

II. DEFINITIONS 

A. "Facility" means all contiguous land, and structures, other 

appurtenances, and improvements on the land, used for 

treating, storing, or disposing of hazardous waste. A 

facility may consist of several treatment, storage, or 

disposal operational units (e.g., one or more landfills, 

surface impoundments, or combinations of them), as defined in 

Mich. Admin. Coder. 299.9103 and 40 CPR §260.10. 

B. "Hazardous waste" means a hazardous waste as defined in 

Mich. Admin. Code r. 299.9104 and r. 299.9203 and 

40 CPR §§261.3 and 260.10. 

C. "Management" means the systematic control of the collection, 

source separation, storage, transportation, processing, 

treatment, recovery, and disposal of hazardous waste, as 

defined in Mich. Admin. Code r. 299.9105 and 40 CPR §260.10. 

D. "Processing" means chemical or physical operations designed 

to produce from used oil, or to make used oil more amenable 

for production of, fuel oils, lubricants, or other used oil­

derived product. Processing includes, but is not limited to: 

blending used oil with virgin petroleum products, blending 

used oils to meet the fuel specification, filtration, simple 
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distillation, chemical or physical separation and re­

refining, as defined in 40 CPR §279.10. 

E. "Solid Waste" means any garbage, refuse, sludge from a waste 

treatment plant, water supply treatment plant, or air 

pollution control facility and other discarded material, 

including solid, liquid, semisolid, or contained gaseous 

material resulting from the industrial, commercial, mining, 

and agricultural operations, and from community activities, 

but does not include solid or dissolved material in domestic 

sewage, or solid or dissolved materials in irrigation return 

flows or industrial discharges which are point sources 

subject to permits under Section 402 of the Federal Water 

Pollution Control Act, as amended, 33 u.s.c. §1342, or 

source, special nuclear, or byproduct material as defined by 

the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 42 u.s.c. §2011 

et. seq., as defined in Section 1004 of the Solid Waste 

Disposal Act, as amended. 

F. "Treatment" means any method, technique, or process, 

including neutralization, designed to change the physical, 

chemical, or biological character, or composition of any 

hazardous waste so as to neutralize such waste, or so as to 

recover energy or material resources from the waste, or so as 

to render such waste nonhazardous or less hazardous; safer to 

transport, store, or dispose of; or amenable for recovery, 

amenable for storage, or reduced in volume, as defined in 
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Mich. Admin. Code r. 299.9108 and 40 CFR §260.10. 

G. "Used oil" means any oil that has been refined from crude 

oil, or any synthetic oil, that has been used and as a result 

of such use is contaminated by physical or chemical 

impl,lJ:itj_e!;, as clefj_ne4 .. in .. 40C:F'R §279 .• Jo. 

H. "Used oil fuel marketer" means any person who conducts either 

of the following activities: 

(1) Directs a shipment of off-specification used oil from 

their facility to a used oil ourner; or 

(2) First claims that used oil that is to be burned for 

energy recovery meets the used oil fuel specifications set 

forth in 40 CFR §279.11, as defined in 40 CFR §279.10. 

I. "Used oil generator" means any person, by site, whose act or 

process produces used oil or whose act first causes used oil 

to become subject to regulation, as defined in 

40 CFR §279.10. 

J. "Used oil processorjre-refiner" means a facility that 

proceEses used oil, as defined in 40 CFR §279.10. 

K. "Used oil transporter" means any person who transports used 

oil, any person who collects used oil from more than one 

generator and transports the collected oil, and owners and 

operators of used oil transfer facilities, as defined in 

40 CFR §279.10. 
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L. "You" or "Respondent" shall mean the addressee of this 

Request, the addressee's officers, managers, employees, 

contractors, trustees, partners, successors, assignees, and 

agents. 

M. All terms not defined herein shall have their ordinary 

meaning, unless such terms are defined in RCRA, Mich. Admin. 

Code r. Parts 1 through 11, 40 CFR Part 300 or 40 CFR Parts 

260-280, in which case the statutory or regulatory 

definitions shall apply. 

III. Request for Answers to Questions and the Production of 

Documents 

1. Provide a detailed description of the used oil operations 

carried out at Sybill. Identify the sources of used oil, the 

steps in processing used oil, the final used oil-derived 

products, the destination(s) and intended use(s) of the final 

used oil-derived products, and all solid and/or hazardous 

wastes generated from the process(es). Describe the material 

each tank or container receives (i.e., wastewater, on­

specification used oil, off-specification used oil, etc.). 

2. For all shipments of used oil received by Sybill since 

September 10, 1992, which contained greater than 1,000 ppm 

total halogens, provide the documentation and/or analyses 

used to rebut the presumption of mixing pursuant to 

40 CFR §279.53. 
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Provide a copy of all documents regarding the off-site 

shipment of used oil from Sybill since September 10, 1992. 

'\ This may include manifests, invoices, bills of lading, logs, 

and chemical and/or physical analyses of the used oil. 

4. For all shipments of used oil for which Sybill acted as a 

transporter since September 10, 1992, provide the following 

records: 

A. For used oil shipments accepted: 

1) The name and address of the generator, transporter, or 

processorjre-refiner who provided the used oil for 

transport; 

2) The EPA identification number (if applicable) of the 

generator, transporter, or processorjre-refiner who 

provided the used oil for transport; 

3) The quantity of used oil accepted; and 

4) The signature, dated upon receipt of the used oil, of a 

representative of the generator, transporter, or 

processorjre-refiner who provided the used oil for 

transport; 

B. For used oil shipments delivered: 

1) The name and address of the receiving facility or 

transporter; 

2) The EPA identification number of the receiving facility 

or transporter; 

3) The quantity of used oil delivered; 

4) The date of delivery; and 
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5) The signature, dated upon receipt of the used oil, of a 

representative of the receiving facility or 

transporter. 

5. For all shipments of used oil accepted by Sybill for 

processing and/Or re'-refinihg since September 10, 1992, 

provide the following information: 

1) The name, address, and EPA identification number of the 

transporter who delivered the used oil; 

2) The name, address, and EPA identification number (if 

applicable) of the generator or processorfre-refiner 

from whom the used oil was sent; 

3) The quantity of used oil accepted; and 

4) The date of acceptance. 

6. For each shipment of used oil accepted by Sybill for 7(~:> 

processing and/or re-refining since September 10, 1992, and 
,j -/ ~ 

shipped to a used oil burner, processorjre-refiner, or 

disposal facility, provide the following information: 

1) The name, address, and EPA identification number of the 

transporter who delivers the used oil to the burner, 

processorfre-refiner, or disposal facility; 

2) The name, address, and EPA identification number of the 

burner, processor/re-refiner or disposal facility who 

will receive the used oil; 

3) The quantity of used oil shipped; and 

4) The date of shipment. 
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7. Provide the information outlined in paragraph 5 above for the 

enclosed document dated 2/14/95 regarding a shipment of 8,500 

gallons of waste oil to Usher Oil for disposal. 

8. For each shipment of off-specification used oil fuel sent to 

a burner since September 10, 1992, provide the following: 7';~7~"'"' 
1) The name, address, and EPA identification number of the , 

transporter who delivers the used oil to the burner; 

2) The name, address, and EPA identification number of the 

burner who will receive the used oil; 

3) The quantity of used oil shipped; and 

4) The date of shipment. 

5) the one-time written certification notice from the 

burner(s) pursuant to 40 CFR §279.75. 

9. For each shipment of on-specification used oil fuel sent to a 

burner since September 10, 1992, provide the following: 

1) The name and address of the facility receiving the 

shipment; 

2) The quantity of used oil fuel delivered; 

3) The date of shipment or delivery; and 
r-> 
1
\ 4) )>. cross-reference to the record of used oil analysis or 
\ 

' other information used to make the determination that 

the oil meets the specification as required under 

40 CFR §279.72(a). 

10. Provide the name and address of the recipients of, analyses 

on, and ultimate disposition of, used oil referred to in the 



CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. Mohamed Ahmed 
Plant Supervisor 
Sybill, Incorporated 
Waste Treatment Center 
111 Military Avenue 
Detroit, Michigan 48209 

Dear Mr. Ahmed: 

HRE-8J 

Re: RCRA §3007 Information Request 
Sybill, Incorporated 
Detroit, Michigan 
tia~a 1~tB:: 

This is a request for information by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) pursuant to its 
authority under Section 3007 of the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended, 42 u.s.c. §6927. The 
information requested relates to Sybill's Waste Treatment 
facility in Detroit, Michigan. 

The information requested herein must be provided to this office 
within the timeframe specified in the request, notwithstanding 
its possible characterization as confidential information. You 
may, pursuant to 40 CFR §2.203(a), assert a business 
confidentiality claim covering all or part of the information in 
the manner described in 40 CFR §2.203{b). Information covered by 
such a claim will be disclosed by U.S. EPA only to the extent and 
by means of the procedures set forth in 40 CFR Part 2, Subpart B. 
Any request for confidentiality must be made when the information 
is submitted, since any information not so identified may be made 
available to the public without further notice. 

Written statements submitted pursuant to this request must be 
notarized and submitted under an authorized signature certifying, 
pursuant to 40 CFR §270.11, that all statements contained therein 
are true and accurate to the best of the signatory's knowledge 
and belief. Any documents submitted to the u.s. EPA, Region 5, 
pursuant to this information request should be certified as true 
and authentic to the best of the signatory's knowledge or belief. 
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Should the signatory find, at any time after the submittal of the 
requested information, that any portion of the submitted 
information is false, misleading or incomplete, the signatory 
should so notify Region 5. If any answer certified as true 
should be found to be untrue or misleading, the signatory can and 
may be prosecuted pursuant to 18 U.S.C. §1001. U.S. EPA has the 
authority to use the information requested herein in an 
administrative, civil, or criminal action. 

This Information Request is not subject to the approval 
requirements of the Paperwork Act of 1980, 44 U.S.C. Section 
3501, et. seq. If you have any questions regarding this matter, 
please contact Mr. Michael Cunningham, RCRA Enforcement Branch, 
at (312) 886-4464. Your response should be sent to the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5, RCRA 
Enforcement Branch (HRE-BJ), 77 West Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, 
Illinois 60604, Attention: Michael Cunningham. 

Sincerely yours, 

Joseph M. Boyle, Chief 
RCRA Enforcement Branch 

Enclosures 

cc: Tim Sonnenberg, MDNR 



CITY OF DETROIT 

WATER AND SEWERAGE DEPARTMENT 

LIVERNOIS CENTER 

May 11, 1995 

Mr. Vasilios C. Madias 
Sybill, Inc. 
111 Milicary 
Detroit, MI 48209 

NOTICE OF ACCEPTANCE . 

SIX~MONTH REPORT· [S:MR) 

July- December 1994 

303 S. LIVERNOIS A VENUE 

DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48209 

The Detroit Water and Sewerage Department (DWSD) Industrial Waste 
Control (IWC) has reviewed the Six-Month Report submitted for the 
facility listed below: 

Sybill, Inc. 
111 Military 
Permit Number: 914-003 

IWC has determined that your SMR complies with the reporting 
requirements of your wastewater discharge permit and applicable 
federal and local regulations, including the City of Detroit 
Ordinance No. 23-86. 

You must notify us of any changes and/or modifications in your 
facility's operation which may affect your permit. Enclosed is a 
blank SMR form for your next report which is due on or before 
June 30, 1995. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Mr. Mukesh Patel at 
(313 I 297-9218. 

IV/MP/hrb 
Enclosure 

Ireneo Valera, P.E. 
Chemical Engineer 
Industrial Waste Control 

DENNIS W. ARCHER. MAYOR 



CITY OF DETROtT 

W.<\Tf.R A~D SE.WF.R:\GE DEPARTMFSJ 

INDL'STR!AL WASTE CO\'TRQl_ DIV!SIO:-< 

Mr. Gary Berndt 
Sybil!, Inc. 
111 Military 
Detroit, MI 48209 

July 19, 1995 

NOTICE OF ACCEPTANCE 
SIX MONTH REPORT (SMR) 

January • June 1995 

Jm S. LIVERNOIS AVENL:E 

DETRO!~·. MlCH!GA;--.; -+8209 

PHOI'-'1:': l i 3-:297•9400 
F.-\:\ 3[3•297•9429 

The Detroit Water and Sewerage Department, Industrial Waste Control (IWC), has reviewed the 
Six Month Report submitted for the facility listed below: 

Sybil!, Inc. 
111 Military 
Permit Number: 914-003 

The Department has determined that your SMR complies with the reporting requirements of 
your wastewater discharge permit and applicable federal and local regulations, including the City 
of Detroit Ordinance No. 23-86. 

You must notify IWC of any changes and/or modifications in your facility's operation which 
may affect your wastewater discharge pemut. 

Enclosed is a blank SMR form for your next report which will be due on or before December 31, 
1995. If you have any questions, please contact me at (313) 297-9413 

JB/TA/lu•b 
Enclosure 

Sincerely j 

~lfX~ 
Joe I. Belen, P.E. 
Industrial Waste Control 

Or::\\!1" w ARCHI:F .. M.AYOR 



SIX REPORT 

(Please Type or Print) 

Note:··. Read-Guidelines and Inst'ructions before completing this form. . -·· 

I A. FACILITY NAME: .. ,, , ':"-·;,:·;·;';:.,._._··~ ,•.': ,;~-"' ,.-...:::.==:L.,-~=~=='-c---.,.-.,.....,.--,~--_;_----.:..'_ <;," '~*-~ '. 
ADDRESS : " ;;;:;~_..;1:::.:1:::.:1:.... :::.:~'liL=·=· ITARY=···=..:····"'··=--c..;..;.;._ _ _;_.-"'i"-<·•.:.;.":_ •. ·._. ".,-'-<_., '--'--'-'----'·~c..:;;_.:_:· ___ ·_c..:·. ·•;},'(' . 

-·~:o:'X{ • c •• • _:......:::.:==::.!..:.==:="--· ""'4""s2~o""9:....-=.::4.=.ia~·2:,;··.·"-'~~::...· ...:::.:.:.:.:;.:;::...:...:..c·.:.:}::.:.';::.:.··•···:.c' ·::...·:.:_· _:.._...:•=· c"t .• ;;. 
··TEL·~·· No., · ft• · (313) ··'s'41'.::619o \9i4:.:oo3 

-~:::.::::.:~~~~:.......;.;.__ 

B. CONTACT PERSON: _ _:~~~B:::~~· ~"--'----~--,-.;._ __ __: ____________ __ 

. TITLE: COMPLIANCE OFFici:R .;~J_;,jEL .. NO. ' (313) 582-2219 

C. REPORTING PERIOD: [ J . .JJ\NUARY~JUNE ·rJ JULY-DECEMBER 19 

. . . ... . x f,~~~~'~1r;;;·· , .· ... · .. 
II <• W~TEWATER F~~:'- .. (~VE~g~,uc:~· ••.::· 

TOTAL PLANT,,~t?~., .. _ .. ...:5::.:8:.!'.::'0:::0~0 _____ _ 

.... l . REGULATED _'_4::5:..c'.::.O::.:OO:__ _____ _ 

GPD 

GPO 
:----·--

2. NON-REGULATED N/A GPO 

3. COOLING WATER ~1::5:..c'.::.OO~O=--------- GPO 

4. SANITARY 2,000 GPO 

TYPE OF DISCHARGE: [X] BATCH [ J CONTINUOUS 

III SAMPLING.DETAILS 
',;io'~~ .. -;:.c·•;-_ . .,• ;._r:(f:'.o, .... :: ·'· ,!,"• .):. -, 

A. SAMPLING LOCATION: [SPECIFIC DESCRIPTION(S) REQUIRED] 

'SAMPLING SHACK.:. 15' E. OF INCINEPATOR 

' -·' ~· ""'''"' -- " ~' 

B. DATE & TIME OF SAMPLING: 3/13/95 8:00 a.m. D\Jlffi:lG DISCHARGE 

C. METHODS OF SAMPLING: ~T~ll~lli~C~a~~~s~I~TE~~~~·--------------------

0. NAME ( S) OF PERSON ( S) OBTAINING SAMPLES: MS. ESFIR LUPYAN 

E. ADDITIONAL SAMPLING LOCATIONS (IF ANY): 

N/A 



v 
.. >'cc:' ,.,,, .. -n~ctJ~~!~x~~f~ - -~ ::=:..:·:;~· '~ ;-"c_ >·-

TTO ·ANALYSIS . 
.- --~- :·;.~ ·. 

TOMP INCLUDED? 

. TOMP CERTfFICATION INCLUDED? ... 

VI CERTIFIED STATEMENT: 

ARE PRETREATMENT STANDARDS BEING MET? - ·-
~-.,..-...- ---_,_--.~ -.. -~ -

[zl " YES [ ] NO 
- _. ;· ~ -

IF NO, SPECIFY OPERATIONS OR MAINTENANCE FOR COMPLIANCE.-...... 

VII CERTIFICATION: 
·- ·:__ . -·- ::,_ -_--_'·_\_:-it-;_--'::%..L_:,;-;.,.,,;,.,~~"-J-'-<i:_,..j•.;_-· .• ---~---- . 

I HAVE PERSONALLY EXAMINED AND AM FAMTLIARX~'WITH'I.THE:'\i:INFORHATION 
SUBMITTED 'IN THIS SIX MONTH REPORT. BASED ~•UPON MY. INQUIRY, OF THOSE 

-INDIVIDUALS DIRECTLY RESPONSIBLE FOR .OBTAINING .,THIS INFORMATION, I 

BELIEVE ·THAT IT IS TRUE; CORRECT AND ACCU~I4i!i'rft"- ' :.;'c'i~:r·~ 

ADDITIONALLY, I CERTIFY THAT THE SAMPLING AND ANALYSTS CONDUCTED IS 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE WASTEWATER WHICH IS DISCHARGED TO THE SEWER 

·' SYSTEM.•· - .L/-> -·· _, -,_:· 

~\:::l-~81'\DT mMpT,II\NCE OFFICER 

(NAME OF AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE) (TITLE) 

-~D~ 
(SIGNATURE) 

.cO / I -/ 
(DATE) 

••..;;· 'w"''·" -·•<'• -~""•-~ ····•·•• 

.• _ .• ,f,;;·-~~f~~d·::'$il&/93 
CB/RG 



A CIS LABORATORIES 
2600 CLIFFORD 
(313) 964-3119 

DETROIT, MI. 48201 
FAX (313) 964-1203 

SPECIALISTS IN PETROLEUM TECHNOLOGY 

REPORT *9503-4490 
REPORT DATE: 4-28-95 

SYBILL, INC., 
111 Military 
Detroit, MI 48209 

Attn: Mr. B. Madias 

Sample of: Composite Discharge Effluent. 

1. Sampling: Time Composite Grab 

2. Time: During Discharge 

3. Date: 3-13-95 

4. Sampler: Esfir Lupya 

P.O.*Verbal 

5. Location: MH in sampling shack; 15' E of incinerator building 
3' N of N Containment Wall. 

6. Permit #914-003 

7. Analysts: DJ/CR/RR 

8. Date of Analysis: 3-14-15-16-20-95 

Results reported on attached pages. 

CR:rw 

SPECIALIST IN PETROLEUM TECHNOLOGY-CHEMISTRY AND RELATED SUBSTANCES 
REPORTS ARE SUBMITTED FOR THE EXCLUSIVE USE OF CLIENTS 



ACIS LABORATORIES 
. '. 
2600 CLIFF ORb- DETROIT, Ml 48201 

Sample 
Sample 
Sample 

I. D. : 9503-4490 
Date: 3-13-95 
Matrix:water 

PARAMETERS METHOD DETECTION 

* 

M 

pH 150. 1 0.05 

Arsenic 206 3/5 0.005 

Cadmium ICP 0.02 

Copper ICP 0.02 

Chromium ICP 0.04 

Lead ICP 0.05 

Mercury 24 5. 1 0.0004 

Nickel ICP 0.04 

Silver ICP 0.02 

Zinc ICP 0.01 

Iron ICP 0. 10 

*Cyanide 335 1/2 0.20 

Phosphorous 424 D & F 1. 0 

Total Suspended 
Solids 160.2 1.0 

*Fats, Oil & Grease 413.1 1. 0 

BOD/5 Day 40 5. 1 l. 0 

Phenols 4 20. l 0.010 

* Grab Sample 
U - Not Detected at Method Detection Limit 

= denotes less than 

METHODS: 

l 
LIMIT 

l. STD. METHODS OF WATER & WASTEWATER 17th Edition 

2. EPA METHOD 600/4-79-020 Analysis of Water & Waste 

3. CFR 40 - Part 136 

RESULTS 
Mg/1 

6.4 

=0.1 

=0. 1 

=1.0 

1.2 

0.64 

=0.005 

=1.0 

=0.1 

2.22 

28 

=0.2 

12 

2380 

1120 

5450 

0.28 



ACIS !.A!!UHATORIES 
- ... ~ (1~1f'I'OAO " OETAO!T, &.II 4UOI 

Sample I. D. ' 
Sample Date: 
Project Name: 

P·age -3-

9503-4490 
3-13-95 
Water 

TOXIC ORGANICS (111) U = Analyte not Detect 
PURGEAELE COMPOUNDS: 
1. Acrolein ------------------------------------

2. Acrylonitrile ------------------------------------

3. Benzene ------------------------------------
4. Carbon Tetrachloride ----------------------------­

( Totraclorometha.1e) 

5. Chlorobenzene . ------------------------------------
6. 1,2-Dichloroethane -------------------~-----------

7. 1,1,1-Trichloroethane ----------------------------

8. 1,1-Dichloroethane -------------------------------

9. 1,1,2-Trichloroethane ----------------------------

10. 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane ------------------------

11. Chloroethane ------------------------------------

12. 2-Chloroethyl Vinyl Ether ------------------------

13. Chloroform ------------------------------------
(Trichloromethane) 

14. Tetrachloroethylene ------------------------------

15. Toluene -------------------------------------
16. Trichloroethylene --------------------------------

17. Chloroethylene --------------------------------
(Vinyl Chloride) 

18. 1,1-Dichloroethylene -----------------------------

19. 1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene -----------------------

20. 1,2-Dichloropropane ------------------------------

21. 1,2-Dichloropropylene ---------------------------­
.(1,3-Dichloropropylene) 

22. 

23. 

Ethylbenzene --------------------------------
Dicloroethane ---------------------------------
(Methylene Chloride) 

24. Chloromethane --------------------------------
(Methyl Chloride) 

25. Bromomethane ----------------------------------
(Methyl Bromide) 

26. Tribromomethane -------------------------------­
(Bromoform) 

27. Dichlorobromomethane ----------------------------

28. Chlorodibromomethane -----------------------------

u 
u 

u 
u 

u 

u 

u 

u 
u 
u 
u 
u 
u 

u 
8 . 5 Ug/1 

u 
u 

u 
u 
u 

u 

u 

12 Ug/1 

u 

u 

u 

u 
u 

-continued-



. ..:IS LABORATORIES 

Sample I. D.: 
Sample Date: 
Project Name: 

Page -4-

9503-4490 
3-13-95 
Water 

TOXIC ORGANICS (111) 

PURGEABLE COMPOUNDS:(continued) 

29. Acenaphthene 

30. Acenaphthylene -----------------------------------
31. Anthracene 

' 
32. Benzidine 

-----------------------------------
--------------------------------------

U = Analyte not Detect 

32 

20 

20 

u 



AC1S LA'SORATORIES 
' . 

. :!OOCl CI..IFFORO · DETROIT, M~. 48.2'01 

.ample I.D.: 9503-4490 
Sample Date: 3-13-95 
Project Name:water 

Page -5-

TOXIC ORGANICS(lll) U = Analyte not DetectE 

EXTRACTABLE COMPOUNDS: 

33. Bis-(2-Chloroethoxy) ------------------------------ u 
(Methane) 

34. Bis-(Chloroethyl) Ether ---------------------------- u 

35. Bis- (2-Chloroisopropyl) -----------,--------------- u 
(Ether) 

36. Bis- (2-Ethylhexyl) -------------------------------- u 
(Phthalate) 

37. Butyl benyl phthalate------------------------------

38. Chrysene ---------------------------------------

39. Di-n-butyl phthalate ------------------------------

40. Di-n-cetyl phthalate ------------------------------

41. Diethyl phthalate ---------------------------------

42. Dimethyl phthalate --------------------------------
if ,'{b 

\.~-'43. Fluorene 

44. Hxachlorobenzene -----------------------------------

45. Hexachlorobutadiene --------------------------------

46. Hexachlorocyclopentadiene --------------------------

47. Hexachloroethane ----------------------------------

48. Isophorone 

49~ Naphthalene --------------------------------------

50, Nitrobenzene --------------------------------------

51, N~nitrosodimethylomine ----------------------------

52, N-nitrosodi-n-propylamine -------------------------

53, N-nitrosodiphenylamine ---------------------------­

_54, Parachlorometa Cresol -----------------------------

55. Pentachlorophenol 

56. Phenanthrene ------------------------------------

u 

u 
u 
u 
u 

u 
u 

u 
u 

u 

u 

u 

46 

u 
u 

u 
u 

u 

u 

u 

-

57. Phenol -------------------------------------- 0.28 

58. Pyrene 

59. 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene ----------------------------

60. 2-Chloronaphthalene 

61. 2,4,6-Trichlorophenol -----------------------------

62. 2-Chlorophenol -----------------------------------

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

Mg/1 

-continued-



.. ACIS LABORATORIES 
leO!) CLIFF ORO • I)£"TPPII!T, MI. 4LI:201 

Sample I. D.: 9503-4490 

Sample Date: 3-13~95 

Project Name: water 
Page-. 6-

TOXIC ORGANICS(lll) U=Analyte not Detected 

EXTRACTABLE COMPOUNDS: 

63. 

64. 

65. 

66. 

1,2-Dichlorobenzene 

1,3-Dichlorobenzene 

1,4-Dichlorobenzene 

1,2-Benz<nthracene 
(Benzo (a) anthracene 

-----------------------------. 

67. 3,4-Benzopyrene 
(Benzo (a) pyrene 

68. 3,4-Benzofluoranthene ------------------------­
(Benzo (b) fluoranthene 

69. 11,12-Benzofluoranthene --------~----------------­

(Benzo (k) fluoranthene) 

70. 
(~~ 

'\ } 
-· 71 . 

72. 

73. 

74. 

75. 

1,12-Benzoperylene 
(Benzo(ghi) perylene 

1,2,5,6-Dibenzanthracene ------------------------­

(Dibenzo (a,h) anthracene) 

2,3,0-Phenylene pyrene --------------------------­

(Indeno (1,2,3-cd)Pacene 

3,3-Dichlorobenzidine ---------------------------

2, 4-Dichloro.phenol ------------------------------

2,4-Dimethylphenol ------------------------------

76. 4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl ---------------------------­
(Ether) 

77. 4-Bromophenyl Phenyl-----------------------------­

(Ether) 

78. 2-Nitrophenol 

79. 4-Nitrophenol 

80. 2,4-Dinitrophenol --------------------------------

81. 4,6-Dinitro-o-cresol ------------------------------

62. 2,4-Dinitrotoluene --------------------------------

83. Aldrin ------------------------------------------

84. Dieldrin 

). Chlordane (technical ----------------------------­
mixture and metabolites) 

86. 4,4-DDT ----------------------------------------
87. 4,4-DDE(p,p-DOX) ----------------------------------

u 

u 

u 
u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 
u 

u 

u 

(continued) 



. ACIS. lABORATORIES . 

Sample I. D.' · 9503-4490 

Sample Date: 3-13-95 

Project Name: Water 

TOXIC ORGANICS (111) U=Analyte not Detected 

EXTRACTABLE COMPOUNDS: 

88G 4,4-DDO --------------------------------

(P,P-TDE) 

89. Alpha-endosulfan --------------------------------

90. Beta-endosulfan --------------------------------. 

91. 2,6-dinitrotoluene ------------------------------

92. 1,2-diphenylhydrazine --------------------------

93. Fluoranthene --------------------------------

(BHC/Heptachlor epoxide) 

94. Hexachlorocyclohexane --------------------------­

(BHC/Heptachlor epoxide 

95. Alpha-BHC 

\ 96. Beta-BHC 

97. Gamma-BHC 

98. Delta-BHC ------------------------~---
------

99. Polychlorinated biphenyls -----------------------
PCB-1242 (Arochlor 1242) 

100. PCB-1254 (Arochlor 1254) ------------------------
101. PCB-1221 (Arochlor 1221) ------------------------

102. PCB-1232 (Arochlor 1232) ------------------------
103. PCB-1248 (Arochlor 1248) ------------------------
104. PCB-1260 (Arochlor 1260) ------------------------
105. PCB-1016 (Arochlor 1016) ------------------------
106. Toxaphene 

107. 2,3,7,6-tetrachlorodibenzo ---------------------­

p-dioxin (TCDD) 

106. Endosulfan Sulfate 

109. Endrin --------------------------------
110. Endrin Aldehyde 

111. Heptachlor 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 



A CIS LABORATORIES 
2600 CLIFFORD 
(313) 964-3119 

DETROIT, MI. 48201 
FAX (313) 964-1203 

SPECIALISTS IN PETROLEUM TECHNOLOGY 

REPORT#: E-095-l£ 
REPORT DATE: 8-24-95 

SYBILL, INC., 
111 Military 
Detroit, MI 48209 

Attn: Mr. Gary Berndt 

Sample of: Discharge- 6-13-95 
Samples taken by Sybill, Inc., Personnel. 

Services Requested: Perform Analysis to determine: 

DWSD PARAMETERS 

Dates of Analysis: 6-14-15-19-95 
Analysts: CR/DJ 

Results reported on attached pages. 

P.O.#: Verbal 

Manager 

CR:rw 

SPECIALIST IN PETROLEUM TECHNOLOGY· CHEMISTRY AND AELA TED SUBSTANCES 
REPORTS ARE SUBMITTED FOR THE EXCLUSIVE USE OF CLIENTS 



ACIS W\.BORTORIES 
2600 CLIFFORD DETROIT.MI4820l 

SAMPLELD.: E-095-16 
S.A.MPLEDATE 6-13-95 
SAMPLEMATRIX: Water 

PARAMETERS METHODS 

pH 150.1 
ARSENIC 206 3/5 
CADMIUM ICP 
COPPER ICP 
CHROMIUM ICP 
LEAD ICP 
MERCURY 245.1 
NICKEL ICP 
SILVER ICP 
ZINC ICP 
IRON ICP 
*CYANIDE 335 1/2 
PHOSPHOROUS 424 D&F 
TOTAL SUSPENDED 
SOLIDS 160.2 
*FATS, OILS &GREASE 413.1 
BOD/5 DAY 405.1 
PHENOLS 

*GRAB SAMPLE 

DETECIIQN LIMITS 
MGIL 

0.05 
0.005 
0.02 
0.02 
0.04 
0.05 
0.0004 
0.04 
0.02 
0.01 
0.10 
0.20 
1.0 

1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

0.010 

U- NOT DETECTED AT METHOD DETECTION LIMIT 
= DENOTES LESS THAN 

METHODS 

RESliLIS 

6.4 
=0.1 
=0.1 
=1.0 

=1.0 
0.40 

=0.001 
=1.0 
=0.1 
l. 0 
30 

::::0.2 

24 

1050 
1150 
46 50 

0. 18 

1. STD. METHODS OF WATER AND WASTEWATER 17TH EDITION 
2. EPA METHOD 600/4-79-020 ANALYSIS OF WATER AND WASTE 
3. CFR40-PART 136 

ACIS LABOR TORIES 

CAULTONRAY JR., 
MANAGER 



- - ACIS lABVKATORIES 
' •5.00 atFFOI¢l • ~T, 111:11 .WOi 

Sample I. D. : 
Sample Date: 
Project Name: 

E-095-16 
6-13-95 

TOXIC ORGANICS (111) 

PURGEABLE COMPOUNDS: 
U = Analyte not Detect 

1. Acrolein ------------------------------------

2. Acrylonitrile ------------------------------------

3. Benzene 

4. Carbon~etrachloride -----------------------------

( Totraclorometha.:e) 

5. Chlorobenzene ------------------------------------

6. 1,2-Dichloroethane -------------------~-----------

7. 1,1,1-Trichloroethane ----------------------------

8. 1,1-Dichloroethane -------------------------------

9. 1,1,2-Trichloroethane ----------------------------

10. 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane ------------------------

11. Chloroethane ------------------------------------

12. 2-Chloroethyl Vinyl Ether ------------------------

13. Chloroform ------------------------------------

(Trichloromethane) 

14. Tetrachloroethylene ------------------------------

15. Toluene -------------------------------------

15. Trichloroethylene --------------------------------

17. Chloroethylene --------------------------------
(Vinyl Chloride) 

lB. 1,1-Dichloroethylene -----------------------------

19. 1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene -----------------------

20. 1,2-Dichloropropane ------------------------------

21. 1,2-Dichloropropylene ---------------------------­
(1,3-Dichloropropylene) 

22. Ethylbenzene 

23. Dicloroethane ---------------------------------
(Methylene Chloride) 

24. Chloromethane --------------------------------
(Methyl Chloride) 

25. Bromomethane ----------------------------------
(1-!ethyl Bromide) 

26. Tribromomethane -------------------------------­

(Bromoform) 

27. Dichlorobromomethane ----------------------------
28. Chlorodibromomethane -----------------------------

u 
u 
u 
u 

u 

u 

u 

u 
u 

u 
u 

u 

u 

u 
54 Ug/1 

20 Ug/1 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

20 Ug/1 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

-continued-



ACIS LABORATORIES 
1i'il!'MCI..IFFOAO · ~T,M1.~1 

Sample I. D.' E-095-16 

Sample Date: 6-13-95 
Project Name: 

. TOXIC ORGANICS (111) 

PURGEABLE COMPOUNDS:(continued} 

29. Acenaphthene -----------------------------------

30. Acenaphthylene -----------------------------------

31m Anthracene -----------------------------------

32. Benzidine 

U = Analyte not Detec 

240 Ug/1 

300 Ug/1 
u 

u 



ACiS LABORATORIES 
2'&!0CLtFFOAO DETROIT, MI. 46.201 

Sample I. D.: 
Sample Date: 
Project Name: 

E-095-16 
6-13-95 

TOXIC ORGANICS(lll) U = Analvte not DetectE 

EXTRACTABLE COMPOUNDS: 

33. Bis-(2-Ch~oroethoxy) -----------------------------­

(Methane) 

34. Bis-(Chloroethyl) Ether ----------------------------

35. Bis- (2-Chloroisopropyl) ---------~-,--------------­

(Ether) 

36. Bis- (2-Ethylhexyl) --------------------------------

(Phthalate) · 

37. Butyl benyl phthalate ------------------------------

38. Chrysene ---------------------------------------

39. Di-n-butyl phthalate ------------------------------

40. Di-n-octyl phthalate ------------------------------

41. Diethy~ phthalate ---------------------------------

42. Dimethyl phthalate --------------------------------

43. Fluorene 

-44. Hxachlorobenzene -----------------------------------

45. Hexachlorobutadiene --------------------------------

46. Hexachlorocyclopentadiene --------------------------

47. Hexachloroethane ----------------------------------

48. Isophorone 

49. Naphthalene 

50. Nitrobenzene --------------------------------------

51. N-nitrosodimethylomine ----------------------------

52. N-nitrosodi-n-propylamine -------------------------

53. N-nitrosodiphenylamine ---------------------------­

-54. Parachlorometa Cresol -----------------------------

55. Pentachlorophenol 

56. Phenanthrene ------------------------------------

57. Phenol --------------------------------------

58. Pyrene 

59. 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene ----------------------------

60. 2-Chloronaphthalene ------------------------------

61. 2,4,6-Trichlorophenol -----------------------------

62. 2-Chlorophenol -----------------------------------

u 

u 
u 

u 

u 

u 

u 
u 

u 
u 

75 

u 

u 

u 
u 
u 

210 

u 

u 
u 

u" 
u 

u 
u 

Ug/1 

Ug/1 

0. 18 Mg/1 

u 

u 

u 
u 

u 
-continued-



ACIS lABORATORIES 
:J'8:0::JCUHOA.O . ~!i,~I.4A:.<t\l 

Sample I. D.: E-095-16 

Sample Date: 6-13-95 

Project Name: 

Page-. 
TOXIC ORGANICS(lll) U=Analyte not Detected 

EXTRACTABLE COMPOUNDS: 

63. 1,2-Dichlorobenzene -----------------------------

64. 1,3-Dichlorobenzene -----------------------------

65. 1,4-Dichlorobenzene -----------------------------

66. 1,2-Benzrnthracene ----------------------------­

(Benzo (a) anthracene 

67. 3,4-Benzopyrene 

(Benzo (a) pyrene 

68. 3,4-Benzofluoranthene ---------------------------­

(Benzo (b) fluoranthene 

69. 11,12-Benzofluoranthene -------------------------­

(Benzo (k) fluoranthene) 

70. 1,12-Benzooerylene ----------------------------­

(Benzo(ghi) perylene 

71. 1,2,5,6-Dibenzanthracene ------------------------­

(Dibenzo (a,h) anthracene) 

72. 2,3,0-Phenylene pyrene ---------------------------

(Indeno (1,2,3-cd)Pacene 

73. 3,3-Dichlorobenzidine ---------------------------

74. 2,4-Dichlorophenol ------------------------------

75. 2,4-Dimethylphenol ------------------------------

76. 4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl ---------------------------­

(Ether) 

77. 4-Bromophenyl Phenyl -----------------------------­

(Ether) 

78. 2-Nitrophenol 

_79. 4-Nitrophenol 

BO. 2,4-Dinitrophenol --------------------------------

81. 4,6-Dinitro-o-cresol ------------------------------

82. 2,4-Dinitrotoluene --------------------------------

B3. 1\ldrin 

84. Dieldrin 
----------------

----------------
---------~ 

----------------------------------------

85. Chlordane (technical ----------------------------­

mixture and metabolites) 

86. 4,4-DDT 

87. 4,4-DDE(p,p-DOX) ----------------------------------

u 
u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 

u 
u 

u 
u 

u 

u 

u 

u 
u 
u 
u 
u 

u 

u 

u 

(continued) 



AC!S LABORATORIES 
~ Cl.WIFOAO • DETROIT, btl. .e&:101 

sample I. D. • 
Jample Date: 
Project Name: 

E~095:l6 

6-23-95 

TOXIC ORGANICS (111) U=Analyte not Detected 

EXTRACTABLE COMPOUNDS: 

68. 4,4-DDO -------------------------------- U 

(P,P-TDE} 

89. Alpha-endosulfan 

90. Beta-endosulfan . 

u 

u 

91. 2,6-dinitrotoluene ------------------------------ U 

92. 1,2-diphenylhydrazine -------------------------- u 

93. Fluoranthene -------------------------------- u 

(BHC/Heptachlor epoxide) 

94. Hexachlorocyclohexane --------------------------- u 

(BHC/Heptachlor epoxide 

95. Alpha~BHC ----------------------------------
u 

96. Beta-BHC 
u 

"" 97. Gamma-BHC 
u 

98. Delta-BHC 
u 

99. Polychlorinated biphenyls -----------------------
u 

PCB-1242 (Arochlor 1242) 

100. PCB-1254 (Arochlor 1254) ------------------------ u 

101. PCB-1221 ( Arochlor 1221) ------------------------ u 

102. PCB-1232 (.1\.rochlor 1232) ------------------------ u 

103. PCB-124B (Arochlor 1248) ------------------------
u 

- 104. PCB-1260 (Arochlor 1260) ------------------------
u 

105. PCB-1016 (Arochlor 1016) -------=---------------- u 

105. Toxaphene ----------------------------------
u 

107. 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo ---------------------- U 

p-dioxin (TCDD) 

108. Endosulfan Sulfate ----------------------------- u 

109. Endrin -------------------------------- U 

110, Endrin Aldehyde -------------------------------- U 

111. Heptachlor ---------------------------------- U 



CrrY OF DETROIT 

WATER AND SEWERAGE DEPARTMENT 
LIVERNOIS CENTER 

Mr. Gary Berndt 
Sybill, Inc. 
111 Military 
Detroit, Michigan 48209 

Dear Mr. Berndt: 

February 2 0, 1995 

-----------

303 S. LIVERNOIS AvENUE 
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48209 

Re: Comprehensive Inspection Report - Permit No. 914-003 

The Detroit Water and Sewerage Department has completed its 
comprehensive inspection of your facility located at 111 Military 
in Detroit, on November 30, 1994 and has summarized its findings 

f~~~~. in the attached report. 
\,_) 

Please review the attached report and notify the Department in 
writing within twenty days upon receipt of this report of any 
inaccurate information. Note that this report will become part 
of your facility's permanent compliance status in accordance with 
the requirements of the Industrial Pretreatment Program. 

Please forward all requested information and/or inquiries to Mr. 
Thomas M. Thomas at the above address. 

Should you have any questions, you may contact me at 297-9413. 

JB/TMT/bjs 
Attachment 

Sincerely, 

J\~~ 
Joe Belen, P.E. 
Industrial Pretreatment Program 

DENNIS W, ARCHER, MAYOR 



Purpose of Comprehensive Inspection 

The Detroit Water and Sewerage Department (DWSD) is the approved 
Control Authority for the Industrial Pretreatment Program, and is 
required to conduct periodic facility inspection of all 
significant industrial users. DWSD is required to 

carry out all inspections, surveillance, and 

monitoring procedures. necessary to determine, 

independent of information supplied by industrial 

users, compliance or noncompliance with applicable 

pretreatment standards and requirements by industrial 

users o •• 

The comprehensive inspection acts as a baseline for assessing the 
compliance status of your facility. The inspection report 
contains a summary of information gathered during the site visit. 
This information will be used in future permitting and program 
activities. 

Should you contest any information in the inspection report, 
please contact us within twenty (20) days upon receipt of this 
report, or this report shall be final. The specific "review and 
appeal rights" are described in Section 56-3-67.1 of the City of 
Detroit Ordinance 23-86. 
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COMPREHENSIVE INSPECTION REPORT 

GENERAL INSPECTION INFORMATION 

1. Engineer's Name 

Signature I Date 

2. Phone Number 

3. Persons present 
during inspection 

Title/Affiliation 

Name 

Title/Affiliation 

Name 

Title/Affiliation 

Name 

Title/Affiliation 

4. CI Date/Time 

5. Date of last CI 

6. Last inspected by 

Thomas M. Thomas 

(313} 297-9478 

Gary Berndt 

Compliance Officer 

Mohamed Ahmed 

Plant Supervisor 

November 30, 1994/1:30 PM 

November 4, 1993 

Ashutosh Rai 

II GENERAL FACILITY INFORMATION 

1. Facility Name Sybill, Inc. 

2. Facility Address 111 Military 

Detroit, MI 48209 

3. Mailing Address Same 

4. Duly Authorized 
Representative Gary Berndt 

Title Compliance Officer 

Phone Number 582-2520 

5. Facility Contact Mohamed Ahamed 

Title Plant Supervisor 

Phone Number 841-6190 

6. Permit Number 914-003 

7 . Expiration Date September 1, 1996 

- 3 -



Ill SIGNIFICANCE TEST 

a) Process discharge >25,000 gpd X YES NO 

b) Process wastewater discharge 
subject to the National Categorical 
Pretreatment Standards YES X NO 

c) Requires pretreatment to comply 
with the Specific Pollutant 
Limitations X YES NO 

d) Presence of prohibited pollutants X YES NO 

e) Treatment, Storage, and Disposal 
Facility X YES NO 

If any item from a) to e) is YES, the company is classified 
as Significant IU. 

IV BUSINESS ACTIVITY INFORMATION 

1. Nature of Business 

Nonhazardous wastewater treatment and oil recycling 

2 . SIC Number 

3. Number of Employees 

4. Schedule of Operation 

2992 

20 

8 

5 

7 

hours/day 

days/week 

shift(s)/day 
5. Does company have scheduled shutdown 

periods (maintenance purpose)? 

6. How often are floors washed? Daily 

What chemicals are used? Floor cleaners 

7. How often are equipments washed? Daily 

What chemicals are used? Detergents 

8. Wastewater Generating Operations 

Oil recycling 
Floor washing 
Equipment cleaning 

- 4 -
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9. The route (s) of wastewater generated from the pretreatment 
···. area lead to · 

public sanitary sewer system (e.g. floor drains) 

storm drain 

ground 

X other, specify Floor pit and to treatment 

not applicable, no possible discharge to any of the 
above routes. 

If not applicable, explain the remedial action taken to 
prevent possibility of an unauthorized discharge 

V WATER USAGE I DISCHARGE INFORMATION 

1. Water Sources X municipal well 

2. Water usage data (last 12 months) * 58,400 (M) 

19 93 to October 

other 

gpd 

19 94 from December 

3. Type of Hauled-in waste Hazardous X Nonhazardous 

4. Hauled-in waste (Manifest data - last 12 months) * 
from December 19 93 to November 

20,826,422 

19 94 

gal 

lb 

gpd Ave. gpd (materials brought on site)* 69, 400 (E) 

5. Water Flow Rates * 
~ 

a) Process 

b) Hauled-in waste ** 
c) Non-contact Cooling water 

d) Sanitary 

e) Boiler feed I blowdown 

f) Air pollution control ** 
g) Others 

TOTAL Process Discharge 

TOTAL Plant Discharge 

*** 

Usage (gpd) Discharge (gpd) 

58,000 (E) 58,000 (E) 

67,500 (E)"'*'* 

400 (E) 400 (E) 

125,500 (E) 

125,900 (E) 

* 
** 

*** 

specify whether measured (M) or estimated (E) 
considered also as process water 
1900 gpd good oil (from bills of l:ading for last 3 
months) 

- 5 -



6. Type of di~charge for process wastewater (continuous, batch, 
intermittent)" Batch 

7 0 For batch wastewater discharge, indicate 

a) Frequency of discharge One batch per day 

b) Day ( s) of discharge X Mon X Tue X Wed X Thu 

X Fri Sat Sun 

c) Ave. Length of discharge Two (2) hour(s) 

d) Max. volume per discharge 160,000 gallons 

VI WASTE TREATMENT/EFFLUENT COMPLIANCE INFORMATION 

1. Briefly describe the pretreatment operation (s) performed in 
the facility. 

Heating, oil-water separation, flocculation and pH adjustment 

2. Type of waste treatment (continuous, batch) batch 
~~~----------

3. Max. design flow of the pretreatment system gpm 

200,000 gpd 

4. Briefly describe the other generated and untreated process 
wastewater on site, its method of disposal, and waste haulers 

None 

5. Is the IU cited for any effluent 
exceedances during the last 12 months? X YES NO 

6. 

7 0 

If YES, for what parameter(s)? BOD, FOG and PHEN 

Describe the changes 
corrective measures 
noncompliance. 

in the pretreatment system and/or 
taken by IU in preventing such 

Facility discharge 
authorization. 

is subject to 

Has 
any 
last 

the treatment system experienced 
operational upsets/problems since 
inspection? 

If YES, describe 

- 6 -

special discharge 

YES X NO 



8. Does the ru maintain a record for its 
treatment system? X YES NO 

9. 

-;: 

If YES, briefly describe the maintenance record of its 
treatment system. 

Analyses of all parameters for every discharge which is 
required by the special Discharge Authorization. 

If NO, explain why the IU does not need to keep any records 
of its waste treatment system. 

Does the IU's waste treatment 
operation(s) generate sludge? X YES NO 

If YES, complete items 10-11; otherwise, proceed to item 11. 

10. Describe the waste characterization of the generated sludge, 
its method of disposal, and waste haulers. 

Facility generates nonhazardous sludge, which is hauled off 
site by NAVE, Inc. 

11. Does the setup of the IU' s treatment 
system have potential for bypass? YES X NO 

If YES, explain the remedial measures taken to prevent this 
occurrence. 

VII SELF-MONITORING REQUIREMENTS INFORMATION 

1. Does the IU self-monitor? X YES NO 

If NO, explain 

Please note that the Self-Monitoring Report consists of the 
analytical part and the descriptive part. 

2. Frequency of sampling * Quarterly Semiannually 

*Special discharge authorization requires the company to 
perform daily sampling. 

3. Describe the Sampling Location(s) as listed on the IU's 
Wastewater Discharge Permit. 

MH in sampling shack; 15' E. of incineration building, 3' N. 
of N. containment wall. 
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4. Are sampling· location ( s) on IU' s Self-
MonitoringRE>:f:ort same as above? X YES NO 

': '·:~"i·~ 
If NO, the Department again reminds the IU to utilize the 
above specified sampling location(s) on your Self-Monitoring 
Report. 

VIII SLUG DISCHARGE I SPILL PREVENTION PLAN INFORMATION 

l. Does the IU need a Slug Control/Spill 
Prevention Plan (SC/SPP)? X YES NO 

If NO, explain 

2. Does the SC/SPP need to be updated? X YES NO 

3. 

4 . 

5. 

6. 

If YES, the Department requires the company to update its 
SC/SPP within 30 days upon receipt of this report. 

Does the IU store chemicals on site? X YES NO 

Are there floor drains .within I near 
the chemical storage area? X YES NO 

Are there wastes (liquid form) stored 
on site? X YES NO 

Is chemical containment needed? X· YES NO 

If YES, explain. 

Facility has secondary containment for the storage area and 
self-containment for the treatment area. 

7. If the IU has chemical storage area and/or waste storage 
area, an accidental spill can lead to a discharge to: 

an on-site treatment system 

public sanitary sewer system (e.g. floor drains) 

storm drain 

ground 

X other, specify containments 
~~~~~-------------------

not applicable, no possible discharge to any of the 
above routes. 
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IX GENERAL COMMENTS 

1. Is the ru aware of 
Discharge Permit 
(monitoring, reporting, 

its Wastewater 
requirements 

etc. ) ? X YES NO 

If NO, what are the points/issues discussed and actions 
taken? 

2. Additional comments about the inspection: 

a. The company provided a new sampling location, which is as 
follows: 

"MH on property; 10' W. of cooling tower, in line with s. 
wall. 

b. The SC/SPP shall be updated with respect to facility 
identification because of personnel changes. 
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REPORT II: 
REPORT DATE: 

9412-3311 
1-4-95 

SYBILL, INC. 
111 MILITARY: 
DETROIT, MI 48209 

SPECIALISTS IN PETROLEUM TECHNOLOGY 

Attn: Mr. Bill Madias 

Sample of: Composite Discherge Effluer.t. 

1· Sampling: Time Composite Grab. 

2. Time: During Discharge 

3. Dete: 12-15-94 

.. 4. ?.~sampler :co.c'.Robert Nelson 
·-· · .. -~ .. -~ .. r-·- ·- ····-"··-·.;·~;:,~--.,;._ __ i_·:c··· 

P.O.#: Verbal 

5, Location: MR in saiT.pling shack; 15' E of incinerator build 

···3 •_.:N ,'of N ccr.tainmer.t. wall. 

6. Permit #: 914-003 

7. Analysts: DJ/CR/RR 

8. Dates of Analysis: 1/16/19/21/94 



> 1 ,,, 
PARAME'l'BRS 

*pH 
krsenic: 
Cadmium 

,Copper 
·· Chrom i Ull\ 

Lead 

M.ercury 

Nicl<:el 

silver 
Zinc 
I. ron 
*Cyal\l.de 

PhOSphorous 

Total suspended 
solids 

*Fats, Oil & Grease 

BOD/5 DaY 

Phenols 

METHOD 

150ol 

206 3/5 

ICP o 

lCP 
ICP-~ 

1CP 
245.1 

tCP 

ICP 

!Cl? 
!CP 
335 1/2 

424 D 

160.2 

413 0 1 

405.1 

420.1 

& F 

o.o5 
Oo005 
0.02 
0.02 

0.04 

0.05 
0.0004 

Oo04 

0.02 
0.01 
0 010 
0.20 

t.O 

1.0 

1 0 0 

1.0 

0.010 

•. Grab sample 
: u··,;;.·';'Not Detected 

at Method Detection Limit 
--,.---:~:;,:~ -~ _. __ 

'-'=~~;.::-· . ·---- _, 

METHODS: 
1 ;c STD. METHODS OF Wh'l'ER & WAS'l'EWA'l'ER 17th Edit ion 
2. EPA METHOD 600/4-79-020 Analysis of water & Waste 

3. CFR 40 - Part 136 

'6 0 8 

=0.1 

1.2 

=loO 
I 

LQ? 
Oo40 

"0,001 

= 1·0. 0 

=0.1 

2.82 
54 

=1.0 

38 

1880 

1254 

7400 

0.38 
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TOXIC ORGANICS (111) U ~ Analype not Detect 

. ro ------------------------------------
·-~--~~w-~- :~·· ... 

:2 .~:'Aery :Lord tr ile ---------~------------------
--------

,_ ~- . ___ ,:-~~-~~.;±;',',:.2~~---3 a ·-Benzene '·, .... ,_ ... ....,_ ... __________ ......... - ...................... ---- ..... ------

_.;,,::,,-~_.z.:;:.;:uz:~-''-- · ---~-:·-~:...:::--- -

4. 'Carbon ''l'et.nclilo ~ide --------------------------
--~< 

, ( '!'Ott&.ClOI'OI!It'lthi!.IE!) _,o._, 

i;::o;..~~~?·'2Z.~_:- -··-- - - - _:_:-~2;~;::~:---.. . . 

5 .::-._ ChlC)~~-:!·u~nz.ene -,~~;,.:-j~.;..._ .... --.-.---------------:..--------- .... -

6. 1;'2':-n!.e'hloroethane -------------------:------:.._. ____ _ 

i. 

e. 
9. 

10. 

u. 
12. 

n. 

1~1~1~Trichloroethane -----------·----------------
- --~-::~~-::_"'·'2-<-;:-_· ~-;-_ • -.. - ' ·_ 

1 ;·1-Diehloroethane -----------:--------------------
. ' . -~ :"(_Z:•: ~:,-,.·~:-~-~ ;· - -- .. ; -, -· ·.c-__ , . . -· '-,i'c_·--

- ' 

1,1 1 2-'l'richloroet.hane ----------------------------

1 S.i~'i:Tetnc:hlo'roethane __ ::_.;, __________________ _ 

cb'i~;;;it_han~ ------------------------------------
.. c_;· ~-~-··_-·c:·:f~>::; -;. - . ~.--:·-·.·: ·- · 

2-Chloroethyl Vinyl l:ther ------------------------

Chloroform ------------------------------------

(Trichloromethane} 

l~_ Tetrachloroethylene ------------------------------

15. Toluene ---------------------------·---------
16. Trichloroethylene --------------------------------

----~"~~..: 

17._Ch1oroetbylene --------------------------------

~i~'\f~~J-,j~~JJC.h,~lw.~L~,i~.'w;,_, ~.;~~~ki; .. ~ ,,~ -. 

18. lil~Pichloroethylene ------
--------------------~--

19 .~;<1 /2.::Trans~Pic:hloroethylene
 -----------------------

- -·-.-·.~-!:::;,~B-~~..;-,L-:~:A:~~~;,~
c.:·~,·-=::·~:.:}~0·:.-; · · ·- - :~::·~- -: -~--· .. , __ ,_ . ,~- ~ 

20. 1i2-Dichloroprdpane ----------~-~--------------~--
, ... :.::~1ti.~l.:.:?'',~'-~ ·:~--, .. ::_,-_,-_: .: __ --·---

2l.~a;z.-D.lehloropropylene ------
~---------------------

__ (!,3-Dlcbloropropylene) . 
- :. -\-:-~~--.--....~-1EJ.ft--'.;::o::;~£,~::·::

".--: .,-:-·__ .. _ · 

22. Et.hylben~ene -------------------------~------

Z3. Dicioroethane 
·. . . _ .~ (He thy 1ene Chloride) 

· ·L-;~~:?24~i1=:~-l{i~i'~·~i?~r~~-~~:..-_--~~:-i0f:J!:.. .. _ ..... __ ~-----------
. · JMet.:hyl ~chloride) ,,,.~,.,, ,.'"""'"~""*"'~·'. ,;;;.:.~~;;'~"' 

-~~.:~_;,;;.-.::~;:· .. ~:~ ... · ,~·. --· -_ . 

zs. Bro~omethane · ----------------------------------
'Bromid~) 

-----------------------------~--

u 
u 
12 

u 

u 
~ -· 

[ 

u 

u 
u 
u 

-- .~--

u 
u 
u 

u 
128 

u 
u 

u 
u 

l: 

l 

20 

18 

- u /~~~ ~:,~~-::~= _~:,~,:.:~.·.'.: .• _·.=.·~-~g.;.'_.';_~ 
·!:'~_'-.'-; :\:--o_ ':"3~";_-'ff;tJ.: 

u 
- }.-

u 



ORG/>.!HCS (111) 

PORG~ABLE COMPOUNDS:(continued) 
c:.-•- :·-_-: _, 

29. Acenaphthene -----------------------------------.. --
-.~.-,:~J;:;_~:..:...~----- -

30. Acenaphthylene -----~--------------------
---------

.. ~,_;(.~.;;..·:;1';:<.,;~_::,·-- . 

31. Anthracene 
' 32. Ben:lll.dine 

----:. 

-----------------------------------
--------------------------------------

u ,. Analyte 

40 

30 

u 
u 

not 

- .·--;,:-



.. Discharge 

-_ cj~i~5~~¥~' TOXIC ORGANICS(lll) u "' 

EXTRACTABLE COMPOUNDS: 

33 ;~ieis~:< z-chioroethoxy l ------------------------------

. --.--- ,~;i<i!,~~!~~l J1~W;, ... : -----
34 >:Bis;::( ChloroE)_~[lyl), Ether ___ ;. ___________ .:_ ___________ .;. 

:-.:-!:--~'\_l'i~-"2~-~p·,ffo;;_.- -~~-"'c'·--'.:cy;_,;J\'::C-,-;_.-•-• 
--•c ' 

_ .. , 

35. ''Iii~:2"· ( 2::.chioro.fsoprapy1) -----------.,-.:------------~ 

(Ether) _ · · 

3o.BG:..'S(2-Ethylh~xyl) -------------------------------­

-:'}( Phthala ta} ._.:._~ __ . · 
-=:-:->:_;;:iff:i.2J ... -i::~.::'.-:-.xi:·:;~:.;_:~.--:-~'o':~-,~--' .... .;_,;" . . 

37.-:Butyl'benyl-phthalate ------------------------------

:89 ·.~-ncbi'J_-:rn''s_;,b~:nu __ et,--y---l._ ._·-ph_t_h ___ a-::-l_a:-t-:- -------------------------------

~ 
~ ------------------------------

-,_,.:.,..-_ -~--::">'"'"'""-~-;_~';,~_,,,..,_~' 
--

40.ni:::n::octyl"phthalate ------------------------------

.Diethyl pbthaiata ---------------------------------

Dimethyl phthalate 

43& Fluorene -----------------------------------------

44. Hxachlorobenzene -----------------------------------

45. Hexachlorobutadiene -------------------------------­

.... 45 .~H~i'~chlorocyciopentadien e ~--------------------- ----

.t{;f;i~~ri~thif~-;~';;_:'i;~~~~C:
!:± ... _________ -:;:.~;;:;:~~~~-:---.::.-:--

48 ~r~ophorone --------------------------------------

~_;_f.:.,--,.",~~~i¥¥~~~~';:.-±E·. :.;-.;:::~~;' 
.: -:...;:~:--; j~t~~, 

''49 ;··;-J-.aphthalene - ·. ------------------------
---------~7---

50 .ci:t{T'trobenzene .• --------------------------------------

- ," ---~--:-;~~~"t-~'..'.f:~C:cf~';:f . . -.,_ --:- _, ~ --· _,~,-:..·---~~;.· _ .. ;::"'; 
. . 

5l.'iN~ni trosodimethylomine ----------------------------

- ---t'?~::~~~--·:,·~··• .•, --- ' r _· .-..:-:~~~/_,• 
--

52. N-nitrosodi-n-propylamine -----------~-------------

53, N-nitrosodiphenylamine ----------------------------

Analyte not Detecte 

u 

u 
u 

u 

u 

20Ug/1 

u 
u 

u 

u 

12Ug/l 

u 
u 

u 

u 
u 

40Ug/l 

u 

u 

u 
u 

u 
u 
u 

3800 Ug/1 

u 

. :-~' 
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TOXIC 

EXTRACTABLE COMfOUNDSt 

SS~ 4,4-DDO -------------------------------- U 

(P,P-'l'IlE) 

89. Alpha-endosulfan -~-----------
---------~---

-----~ 
u 

_,. +'",. 

--------~---
------------

--------· 
u 

. ···-·- ·.- -.:.:c·-·· _.;_ . 
· A 

--

91, 2, 6-d in:!. troto-J.uene -----------
------------

----;;;~-
u 

92. 1,2-diphenylhydrazine ~-------------
------------

u 

93. Flu~~~nthene 
-----------------

------~---------

(BHC/Heptaoblor epoxide) 

u 

94. Rexachlorocyc
lohex~ne ------

---------------
---~-- u 

(BHC/Heptachlor epox~de 

95. Jl.lpha-B!-IC 

c 96, Bet.a-BHC 

---------------------
-------------

-~--------~--
-------------

-----P--

---------------------
----·--------

--~---------
------------

----------

99. Polychlorinated biphenyl& -----------------------

~-;~~PCB-l242
 (Arochlor 1242) 

· 

>,"-'J£'.o~~~};;:~-#~~~-,_:
·, _:.,-~~;o:;'-~·*--~~Ji•:ff;~.~_ .. -_._· c. : -· . _. _· 

100. PCB-1254 (Arochlor 1254)·-~-----
----c:~~----

::-~----

- ·-··-~ '·--

. ---~-,·-~-·"· 

. -__ .?::Z:?-:~*~~--~I'i-,',• 

101. x:acB-1221 (Atochlor 1221 > ------------------------

102. PCB~1232 (Aroohlor 1232 l 

lOJ. PCB-1246 (Arochlor 1248) 

104. PCB-1260 (Arochlor 1260) 

---------------------
---

--~---------
------------

---------------------
---

~.s-tetrachloro
diben:o ----------------------

1n .( 'I'CP:O) 

;"~J::nd,gslJ.l l.f · ·.Sulfate --------
--~-----

-----~r-
-----

u 

u 

u 

0 

u 

u 

u 

u 

[ 

u 

u 

u 

I 

I 
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Sample ·. Da t.e i 

Project. Na~n.e• 

Page·· 
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·1-2~(5-9
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Disoharge 

EXT~ACT
ABLE COH?OONPS• 

63. 1;2-Dl~hl
orobenz!ne

 

64 .'1 ;3..;Pi~tiorob
enze.ne 

es. 1 , 4-Di~'hl:d'fcbe
n~ene 

JOXIC QRGANICS(lll) 

------·---~
-~~--------

---~---

66. 

• 

1, 2-Be~~·~-~'thrac
ane ------- .... ---- .... -------------- ... -

(Ben~o (a) anthracene 

67. 3, 4-13~'nzopyrene 
-----·------------------------

{Ben :to h) pyrene 

68. 3,4-Ben:tofluoranthene ---------------------------­

(Bento (b) fluoranthene 

69. Il,l2:Benzof1uorantherie -------------------------­

{Benzo (k) f~uoran
thene) 

io. ~a!~;~(~;~~e~~
~~~:ne -----------------------------

71. 1,2,5,6-Pibenzanthracene ------------------------­

!Dibenzo (a,h) anthracene) 

72. 2,3,0-Phenylene pyrene --------------------------­

(!ndeno (1,2,3-cd)Pacene 

73. 3,3-Pichlorobenzidine ---------------------------

74 ;'::2~4:oie"hlo
rophenot --------------------------.----

- ''-"--·---:c -- ~ . ..,_, •->'i.'·:,,"'_":>,,:;::;::: /- -... 

.· -:):,\; -~ 

75. 2,4-Dimethylphenol ------------------------------
... ~.,.~.._~--. 

76. 4.:chlorophenyl Phenyl --------~.:.
--------------

----

(Ether)· 
,:, .. · , 

17. 'I~Bromophe
nyl Phenyl -----------

--;..--------
~------­

(EtMd 
-._- -~,~ 

.. 

18. 2-N!trophenol -------~-----
-~~--·---~---

-~-~-~---

79. 4-Nitrophenol -----------------------------------

·''·- so.~-2 .4~l:li
ni tropnenol --------------------------------

• ·_;,._,< .:..-;-c-~l:..•"' ... :~-'1':."#;:::-
;;;;,..;;;:~:':\;,~~";:"---' 

,,~;, .. -;:.::~;-·.-":,:-. 
. -. 

81 ~·-~4; 6~-Dini 
tro-o ..... cresol·- -----:~-~-:-,~f;

'.'::-'"":~-- .... ------F"--- .... --

- . .-.·--.___, ·>·-....::;(:0.;..;-..;;::,_-
.:::;_;'r..:$[~:~"'!?_;-t:'--

ii;;.....:--> . ·-

82. 2,4~Pinit
rotoluene

 --------
-~~~-~~p-

------~-~
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~------~-~-
---------~-
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES DIVISION 
EASTERN DISTRICT OFFICE 

RCRA Used Oil Inspection Report 

I. FACILITY NAME AND ADDRESS 

Sybill, Inc. 
111 Military Avenue 
Detroit, Michigan 48209~4102 

II. DATE OF INSPECTION 

March 2, 1995 

III. PARTICIPANTS 

A. Sybill, Inc. 

Mohamed Ahmed, plant supervisor 
telephone number: 313/841-6190 
Fira Lupyan, chemist 

B. Sybill. Inc./NAVE. Inc. 

Gary Berndt, compliance officer 
telephone number: 313/582-2520 

C. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - EDO 

Mark E. Conti, environmental engineer 

D. Michigan Department of Natural Resources - Waste 
Management Division 

Tim Sonnenberg, environmental quality analyst 

IV. OBJECTIVE 

The objective of the inspection was to gather specific 
information needed by the requester to determine the 
facility's compliance status with respect to RCRA 
Subchapter I. 

V. INTRODUCTION 

During the inspection, I looked at the facility's waste and 
wastewater treatment processes, inventoried oil and 
wastewater stored at the plant, reviewed shipping receipts, 
and reviewed sampling data. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAl PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGIONS 
EASTERN DISTRICT OFFICE 
25089 CENTER RIDGE ROAD 

WESTLAKE, OH 44145 

June 6, 1995 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: 

FROM: 

THRU: 

TO: 
ATTN: 

RCRA Used Oil Inspection- Sybill, Inc., Detroit, 
Michigan, (AGD201:IA) 

k C . ~t;EC.. . t l E . 
Mar E. ont1, nv1ronmen a ng1neer 

A. R. Winklhofer, Chief A~\) 
Eastern District Office (SE-W)\.Kt' 

RCRA Enforcement Branch (HRE-BJ) 
Joseph Boyle, Chief 

On March 2, 1995, I conducted a RCRA used oil inspection at 
Sybil!, Inc. (111 Military Avenue, Detroit, Michigan). The 
inspection was done in response to Sue Brauer's request. A 
summary of my findings is attached. The inspection was conducted 
concurrent with a total facility air inspection, industrial user 
compliance evaluation inspection, PCB sampling inspection, SPCC 
inspection, and multimedia screening inspection, which were done 
in response to requests from the respective program offices. 
Findings from those inspections are addressed in separate 
reports. If you have any questions regarding my findings, please 
contact me at 216/522-7260. · 

Attachments 

c: Roger Grimes (CM-3T) 
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VI . BACKGROUND 

Sybill treats wastewater, oil emulsions, and used oil. The 
facility has storage tanks, treatment tanks, chemical 
tanks, a wastewater discharge tank, and a laboratory. 

VII. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

A. Name and Ownership of Company 

The records which I reviewed showed that used oil has 
only been sold under the company name Sybill, Inc. 
Waste shipments received at Sybillare delivered by 
NAVE, Inc. j'lybill __ <3_nd,_NA~ __ _A:f~ __ owned_l:ry VaB:jJ,_ioE!__(:__. 
Madias. - ------

B. Waste Treatment 

Figure 1 (Attachment 1) is a layout of the facility. 
Table 1 is an inventory of the wastewater and oil that 
was on site at the time of the inspection. In addition 
to wastewater and oil, the facility had about 20 cubic_ 
yards of sludge in a roll-off box in the treatment 
building. 

Tanks 1-4 are used to store incoming wastewater and 
oil. Tanks 9, 11, 12, and 14 are used to split oil and 
water emulsions. Tanks 15-17 are used to treat oil and 
hold reclaimed oil. Tank 10 is used for wastewater 
treatment, and Tank 5 is a wastewater discharge tank. 
Separators 1 and 2 are oil/water separators. 

Treatment of waste varies from shipment to shipment. 
Sybill tests the treatability of each batch of waste 
that will be processed. A sample is treated in the lab 
with aluminum sulfate, sulfuric acid, and sodium 
metasilicate pentahydrate to determine which chemical 
is most effective at separating water and solids from 
the oil. When the_waste is processed, chemicals are 
added in the ratios they were added during the bench 
scale test. Heat is used during processing to 
physically separate water and oil. 

Wastewater is pumped into Separator 1. The water phase 
is pumped to Tank 10 for pH adjustment with sulfuric 
acid. Tank 10 is also heated. Neutralized wastewater 
is further separated in Separator 2. From Separator 2, 
the water is pumped to Tank 5. The wastewater in 
Tank 5 is discharged to the Detroit Wastewater 
Treatment Plant. Figure 2 (Attachment 1} shows the 
flow of wastewater through the facility. 



TABLE 1 

Inventory of Wastewater and Oil Storage At Sybill During 

Contents During 
Tank Volume Descri}2tion Ins}2ection 

1 250,000 gal storage of incoming wastewater and oil -200k gal, 40-50% oil 

2 250,000 gal storage of incoming wastewater and oil -225k gal, 40-50% oil 

3 360,000 gal storage of incoming wastewater and oil full, 40-50\ oil 

4 360,000 gal storage of incoming wastewater and oil full, 40-50% oil 

5 180,000 gal wastewater discharge tank full, -2000 gal oil 

9 10,000 gal oily wastewater treatment tank full, 2-30% oil 

10 14,000 gal wastewater treatment tank full, water 

11 30,000 gal oily wastewater tre;;ltment tank full, 2-30% oil 
<' 

12 30,000 gal oily wastewater treatment tank full, 2-30% oil 

14 10,000 gal oily wastewater treatment tank full, 2-30% oil 

15 11,000 gal oil treatment tank -8000 gal oil 

16 11,000 gal oil treatment tank -8000 gal oil 

17 11,000 gal oil treatment tank -8000 gal oil 

81 <2,000 gal oil/water separator tank full, -500 gal oil 

S2 4,000 gal oil/water separator tank full, -1000 gal oil 

3 
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Oily wastewater and oil and water emulsions are placed 
into Tanks 9, 11, 12, or 14. The oil fraction is split 
and separated from the water fraction with indirect 
steam heat and aluminum sulfate, sulfuric acid, or 
sodium metasilicate pentahydrate. The water fraction 
is pumped to Tank 10 and the oil is pumped to Tank 15 
or 16. Oil that is pumped from Tanks 9, 11, 12, and 14 
to Tanks 15 and 16 is further treated with aluminum 
sulfate or sulfuric acid. Tanks 15 and 16 are also 
heated to facilitate separation of oil and water. The 
water from Tanks 15 and 16 is pumped to Tank 10. 

Used oil is placed in Tank 17. 
separated by heating the oil to 
is removed and pumped into Tank 

Oil and water are 
180-200°F. The water 
10. 

Sludge from the process t~nks and separators is loaded 
into a roll~off box and stabilized with aluminum 
sulfate. It is then solicj.ified with lime. The 
solidified sludge is disposed at a landfill. 

C. Wastestream Characterization 

From the records that I reyiewed,-~a~p~FS-tha£-at 
least 90 __ p~rcent of the was~ _____ <:>i:! __ ;:§_Qe.i.Yeci a,t)>y_!;>_pl· 
comes from. R,oli<:Je--steer:--·~ouge Steel ·~_t:_e_..9_tl_.c;_q_rg_§s 
hom t:i),e_tii!lcJ.elll._mi!l ~E.ci.-~l}iig __ _li~.. Other 
generators that have shipped waste oil and/or 
wastewater to Sybill include Hygrade (waste grease and 
water), LTV Steel (tramp oil), City of Owasso (waste 
oil), and Ohigara (oily water). Shipments are not 
accompanied by_uniform hazardous waste manifests. 

Waste shipments received at Sybill are "fingerprinted" 
. for color match, pH, flash P.o.int, and oil/water ratios. 
The generators listed above provided Sybill with one­
time sample results for PCBs, ignitibility, 
corrosivity, reactivity, and the toxicity 
characteristic using the Toxicity Characteristic 
Leaching Procedure (TCLP). Rouge Steel's analysis 
report showed that the #7C Tandem Mill waste oil 
exceeded the regulatory level for chlordane and 
heptachlor. The #7A C M Pickling Line waste oil 
exceeded the regulatory level for barium. The analysis 
report is in Attachment 2. The wastes from the other 
generators did not exhibit any of the characteristics 
of hazardous waste. Additionally, no PCBs were 
detected by the generators. 
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D. Fate of Used Oil and Processed Used Oil 

Sybil! processes used oil as described in Paragraph 
VII.B. The facility does not burn any oil in-house. 
Process steam is generated with a portable gas-fired 
boiler, which is operated by a contractor. 

According to Mr. Ahmed, Sybil! did not market used oil 
prior to mid-February 1995. Before mid-February, 
processed used oil was sold or given to other 
marketers. The primary recipient of Sybill's used oil 
has been Michigan Marine Terminal in River Rouge, 
Michigan. An example of Sybill's shipping receipt and 
Michigan Marine Terminal's sales receipt are ·in 
Attachment 3. Attaghment 3 also includes laboratory 
data and a receipt for processed used oil sold to 
Warner Petroleum. 

In February 1995, Sybil] marketed processed used oil to 
two companies. On Febr\.iary 14, 1995, Sybill sold 8,500 
gallons of processed used oil to Usher Oil Company, 
9000 Roselawn, Detroit, Michigan 48204. The oil was 
sold as #4 fuel oil. Additionally, Sybill's shipping 
receipt described the oil as on-specification oil. Mr. 
Ahmed did not know whether the oil would be used as a 
fuel or a lubricant. On February 23, 1995, Sybil! gave 
4,000 gallons of processed used oil to Buck's Oil 
Company, Inc., 30110 Beverly, Romulus, Michigan 48174. 
The oil was marketed as #4 fuel oil. Sybill's shipping 
receipt described the oil as on-specification oil. Mr. 
Ahmed did not know whether the oil would be used as a 
fuel or a lubricant. Buck's Oil Company's bill of 
lading included a notation that the used oil was 
subject to 40 CFR Part 266. The receipts and bills of 
lading for both transactions are in Attachment 4. 

E. Used Oil Specifications 

Mr. Ahmed told me that Usher Oil Company and Buck's Oil 
Company were provided with results of oil samples prior 
to delivery. On February 6, 1995, Sybil! submitted a 
sample of oil (#4 fuel oil) to ACIS Laboratories for 
total metals and PCBs (total arochlor) analyses. The 
results are in Attachment 5. In addition to supplying 
metals and PCBs results, the receipt for oil given to 
Buck's Oil Company includes the flash point. The 
receipt is in Attachment 5. 
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Hussar Ave. 

N Tank Descri~tion Gal. 

I 
T1 oil/water - 250k 
T2 oil/water - 250k 
T3 oil/water - 360k 
T4 oil/water - 360k 
T5 water - 180k 

e T6 alum - 16k 
T7 silicates - 6 .4k 

tanker unloading bay TS empty - 6 ~ 4k 

@ ---------------------- @ T9 oil/water - 10k. 
T15 T16 T17 T10 water - 14k 

000 81 rr:=J treatment OJ T11 oil/water - 30k 
OJ building ~ T12 oil/water - 30k 
~ T14 T9 >. T14 oil/water - 10k. 

" 
sluoDD 

... T15 oil 11k 
0 

DO 
"' -

0 rel ~~~~~i~~'~* 
+J T16 oil llk 

bll ·<-< -

"' 
.-< T17 oil 11k ... ·<-< -

0 ;:;:: 
81 separator - <2k 

82 [[]] 82 separator - 4k 
boiler Tll T12 

TlOO trailer 

@ I I T3 

D 
Note: (m_)manhole 

I boilers 
----------------------

incinerators 

(§ 
powerhouse 

8 
<§ 

T4 lab@ @I G I ~ I 
· T6 

~ / ~8 
.......... ······································ ...................... railroad tracks ···················································································· ········ .. ································· ........ ··············· ... ···················································································· ······· .. ························································· ... ooooooo •••••••••••••••••••••oooooo•••••••••••••••••••••a•••••••••••• • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • 

Figure 1. Layout of 8ybill, Inc. Not to scale. 
" M. Conti 04/07/95 
' 
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Figure 2. Wastewater Flow Diagram for 
Sybill, Inc. 
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+ 

Not to scale. 
M. Conti 04/07/95 
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ENVIRONMENTAl QUALITY lABORATORIES, I C. 
44075 Phoenix Drive 

Sterling Heights, Michigan 48314·1420 
(313) 731-1818 

Outside Michigan Dial 1·800- 368·5227 
Fax Une 313· 731·2590 

i ·CLIENT; 
'.' 

Ml?C EHVIRONMENAL SAMPLE NO. 2704 

'.: .· . 8631 W. JEFFERSON AVE. 
DETROIT, MI 48209 

;· 
' SAMPLE DESCRIPTION; JOB # 9736, ROUGE STEEL CO. 

6907 l!?C T.l\llDEM MILL OIL 

l Data Reported: 4/12/93 

Date Received! 3/24/93 
TCLP 

PESTlCIDES/BZRBIClOGS 

··: ' l!ETI!OD 8080/8150 

~-
. I EPA IDU I CONSTITUENT !CON(;I!:H'l;!U\Tl:Q' mq/~iR£GULA10RJ LEVEL 

I 
I PeSTICIDES I 

I Cmq/L) 
I 

I 
I 

I 00:20 !C'IILORDNJE I 2.30 0.03 
I ' 
I 0012 :ENDRIN l•LE$S THAN 0,010 I 0.02 

i_ ·. I 

I 

I 0031 !HEPTACHLOR I 0,020 I 0.008 
I ' 

I 

' - I {& eQo2SJ.de} I O.Ql3 I 

I 
I 

I 

I DOll IL!NDl\NE I 0.084• I 0.4 
I 

I 

D014 !METHOXYCHLOR I LE:$S THAN 0.010 I 10.0 
I 

I 

I 0015 lTOWHENE I LESS TfiAN 0.010 I o.s 
I 

I I 

I !lERB!ClQES I I 

! 
I 

I 

.. I pol6 12.4-0 I LESS TgAN 10 I lQ,O 
I 

I 
I 

~ .. -,. J D017 12.4,5-TP I LESS THAN 1.0 I 1.0 
I ' 

I ( SILYEX) I I 

~· 
I 

I 

I 
I 

*NOTE: TERM LESS Tafin DEHOTES DETECTION LIMIT OF TEST. 



ENVIRONMENTAl QUAliTY lABORATORIES, I C. 

MPC ENVIRONMENTAL 
GROUNDWATER SERVICES 
8631 W. JEFFERSON AVE 
DETROIT, MI 49209 

44075 Phoenix Drive 
Sterling Heights. Michigan 48314-1420 

(313) 731-1816 
Outside Michigan Dial 1-BDO- 368-5227 

Fax Une 313·731-2590 

DATE RESUBMITTED: 5/J/93 
DATE REPORTED:4jl2/93 
DATE RECEIVED:J/24/93 
LAB NO; 2702 

DESCRIPTION AND SAMPLE NUMBER: ROUGE STEEL CO, 
6905 #7A C M PICKLING LINE 0 L SAMPLE MATRIX: 

REPORT OF ANALYSIS "REVISED .REPORT"*** 

EPA TCLP EXTRACTION - LEACHATE 
(all results in ppm or mg/1) STANDARDS METHO 

(ppm or mg/1) sw 84 -a EPA HW# 
0004 ARSENIC "' 
0005 BARIUM -0006 CADMIUM = 
D007 CHROME, TOT. = 

COPPER "' DOOB LEAD = 
0009 SILVER = 
DOlO ZINC = 
DOll SELEN!Ul1 ~ 

MURCURY = 

IGNITABILITY ~ GT 2l&
0 
.f 

CORROSIVITY (pH) = 5.0 

LESS THAN 0,10 
1273 
1.0 
1.0 

LESS THAN 1.0 
1.4 

LESS THAN l.O 
16.5 

LESS THAN 0.5 
LESS THAN 0. 2 

6020 
6020 
6020 
6020 
6020 
6020 
7470 
6020 
602 
602 

BELOW 140 DEGREE F 
SEC. 2.1.1 1010 

LEGS THAN OR = TO Z OR 
G~EATER THAN OR ,_ 12,5 -9040 REACTIVITY 

AS REACTIVE CYANIDE "' LESS THAN 1. 0 mgfkg 
AS REACTIVE SULFIDE = LESS THAN 10.0 mgjkg 

TOTAL HALOGENS (TX) =LESS THAN 0.10% 

9010 
9030 

0808 

*NOTE: TENt LESS THAN DENO'l'ES DETECTION LIMIT OF TEST. *"'NOTE: "TX" RESULT WAS ORIGINALLY INCORRECTLY REPORTED AS " OTAL 
CHLORINE", /) n.t.: ,.., ,.,£ *"'*NOTE: SAMPLE DESCRIPTION CORRECTED TO ~~H cyqyyzutftfOST Dlt. 

JAMES TOMALIA, LAB SUPERVISOR _____________ ~----~~----~~~----

C • BLOOM , ASS I STANT LA 8 S U P ERV IS 0 R. ----4'-----'--....,.L'-'--..fi~""&"-'<:..P'--"" REFERENCES: SW 846. ALL CURRENT EDITIO 
tc 

7 
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SYBILL, INC. 
WASTE TREATMENT CENTER 

61~rMJMt~~~ci-HGAN 48209 

TElEPHONE: (313) 1141-61!10 

MICHIGAN MARINE TERMINAl 
RIVEI'I ROUGE, Ml 

QTY 

DATE: 

[ ] 

[ ] 

TYPE OF MATERIAL: UNSPEC E.P.A. FUEL 

GALLONS: 

MANIFEST# 

REMITT ADDRESS: 
p_o. !BOX 5006 
DEARBORN, MICHIGAN 48128 

DRIVER 

&.'/0 0 

Post-it' Fax Note 7671 

ToJLv? (Jcif(·,,_~·cfv' 
Co./Oepl. 

Phone# . 

Fax# ~~~·,!, _ V&'f> y 

TRANSPORTER, N!tii"E INC. TRUCK N ----------

COUNTER IIIQNATURE ----------

SHIPPER !!IQNATURE ----------

oat• ·/.17 p.s-rtaS~.~ 
From <,'yfkLL 
Co. 

Phone II gy/- 61</0 
Fax# '?'ft-C<tr6 



I Of!IOINAI. 

Michigan a .Terminals 

DATE 

PO NO RELNO 

SOLO TO: TIME 

LoJJo ..{;8/iL 
IN/OUT 

FRom 

SHIP TO: 

Fate 'THE /1CCOt.J# r a BIL H 

ESd~ #t9 

METERED TEMP. PRODUCT OESCRIPTION GALS. DEG. 

DIESEL FUEl. 

' FUEL OIL 

111400 OIL 

In '1'13 7J>• #;t' II'R IJN 
·-; lei' \;<· .:).·_:: ~<Li_·~~:-~: ~'1 :,>~-~~-;-:: . .- -_., ... J:~ r·,_:,' . .·· 

Placald & UN No.· j 0 1993· · 
II ne&d&d: (HM). · Combustible ·.1 D ·~~mable 

API 

SPECIAl. INS-TRUCTIONSI 

Terminal 
Wort<or 

Truok & 
Trailer No. 
YOUR SALE NO.' 

PAEVIOUS SALE NO.' . 

I O)iy~l 

I SULPHUR I 
. 

Tan!< No. , 

Comer · 
ENO DELIVERY . 

START OEUVERY 

I SJg!ll!turo 
RECEIVED QUANTITY, SHOWN 1'100\IE 
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1•. 01 .... ) \ .. ., I 
\ ..... . .... ,. ' 

~ ~ ........... 
t f~ -1- ~ 

1.~/\D 

TRU(~K 

Dt"H\. lf.::'p 
1111 "'- ... ~-4· 

SHIPPER 
Cc.)t\ IS'G" N.-.=l~ ~~ 1 • L ..::::. 

r j. ,._. . -' _. '.i .'-~~ .· 

: : 

! 

' '·-·! ·' 
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A CIS lABORATORit.3 
• Dfri<OIT, MJCHIOAN. 4.3201 
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SYBILL, INC. 
WASTE TREATMOIT CENTER 111 J,1IUTARY DETROIT, MICHIG O.N 46:~09 
TELEPHONE: (:113) 811--6!90 

MICHIGAN MARINE TEHMI~~AL RIVER flOUGE. Ml 

QTY 

··,•· 

;----------~---- ---~-~--- I 
I SHIPPER # ,0 7 tJ I 
\ DATE: )_ ,/~/. 9 r _j 

[ 1 
( ] 

TYPE OF MATERll\1..; UNSPEC E.P.A. FUEL 

GALLONS: 
8~00 yo~ 

MANIFEST# 

REMITT ADDRESS: 
P.O. BOX 15006 ', DEARBORN, MIG_HIGAN 48.128 

-~ 
~ ./:~-~ \ , L ... _ .·· .. ----' I 

·---"·- -----~-
DRIV<:R 

' TAA.NBPOilTER: NNE INC. fftiJGY~ ;-;' . ' \ . 
COUNTF.il SIGt<,\TIJHE ............ . . I 

: \ \ . \ -\- \ . 
• \- '\.· 1 SHIPPER SIC!N!\TIJRE ----\--·-:::: ' 

. . \, \ ____ ,.. __ _ J 

.. 

-~·- . "11 

.. ·.· ... ~.~~:~~~ . 
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<0 ..... 
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I 

~ "" "' 
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~ ~ X 
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~~ !:: .. 
i; l " 
~ ~ 8 ~ 

"-
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%'i .. ~ 
-;';"\: .. · 

~;-i-:-. 

... safely recycling since 19.30 

9000 ROSELAWN 
DETRDfT, MICHIGAN 48204 

1:3131 834-7055 

~-~ '· ~\. 

3i'J- ~L/ 1-(r !qO 

Date _2-f-,/L-14'+-) q~5.L_·. · __ 
P.O. No.------__....:,.-, .,-.:_,:· .... ~ 

Bill To: _____________ _ 

; -· -.; ... 
. ···._· __ ,:J.;,·:.: 

Pick ~p waste oil and water and transport to Usher Oil for disposal. . --.. ·:-

\~li: c: (""!' 0 . .J 1 L. 

~-------HOURS 

" 

' 
; ' \ \ ) 
\ \ •ci,( \' L\ \. ~- c/ Signed By ___________ '_:·_\_·_· ____ ·_'--~· _·-::.:·=----·-____ .,.--:~::_:--:::··:~{:<_::.c.:..,·_·~· _ 

~ ~..::----· ~---'"''"'~·· ---·'.•'-.·•~- ... · _,_.;, "- .--.. ___ ,.:. ~- ~- ---· ....... -.. ,, ... . -~-''·-- ,,_,,-,.{;_ -~- ..... k-------'"'-"~· ......... ~.;.~~~~~~·'""-"'-'=~""-:.,.c..· . ..:..• "-'" ....... -



S'Y''H" L bll . , 1N·~·-
WASTE HH.':A\'MENT CE~P ~ \i 1!1 MH.ITA.RY 
DETROIT. MICHIGAN .-;¢;>0P 
TElF.PiiONI': (:l13l !1-i 1-'3 IHG 

f~"lt:HiGAN MAPINE 1 ~r,Mtr-J!\! !liVER ROUGE. Ml 

QTY 

StHPPER ft. 

0/\Tf:': 

[ j TYPE OF Ml\H:Ri!\L: UNSPEG E.P.A. FUEL 

[ ] GALLONS: 

l'vlANIFESl :!1 

REMITT ADDRESS: 
P.O. BOX 50013 
IJf .. '\RSOr~N. Mlt~HIGI\N 4[':1?.~ 

DRIVER 

.... ~ \ ~ 

~ -\~~-~--\~~ ~~-~~:--~-~r·:~ ···-- -----------

TRANSPORlER: N~Jf: if-H;. rf:tllf.W =" 

. / 
I ,· ' 

tJOUH T~Fl Slfll-.f.&.TVH~ ... -

I ' 
8HI PPER 8f~r..~t,n.JRE -·- .. -'-~·-.------~-

J_· __ , / { 

a..,·~l 

tvate,t 

• 

•• 

I 
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' / 

.0110 Beverly 
Romulus, Michigan 48174 

Buck's 011 Co., Inc. 
Waste Oils 

Waste Waters 

~ 1,'! BILL OF LADING ~ ~ 

1254 

(313) 388-7555 
(313) 728-3280 

FAX No. (313) 753-9111 

DATE: _____ F_eb_ru __ ary ___ 2_3, __ 1_99_5 ________ __ 

CUSTOMER:_~Xb1=·l~l~·~I~n~c_-____________ __ 

ADDRESS: 111 Military 

Detroit, MI 48209 

DIRECTIONS: 

CONTACT PERSON: Mohammid ---------------
PHO~~ NUMBER: 313-841-6190 

SERVI~E TIME: L~'\ '\ c.,-rd \ 0\4~­
LOAD TIME . , .'..-, --:---:-::-;------------

' ARRIVE _\,._\,_'..._, \;..._">;:.,_ _____ _ 
START 

JOB DESCRIPTION: Transport recycled used oii from Sybill, Inc. to American Waste,· 
' 

44141 Yost Rd., Belleville, MI-

j ,. -··r: " . '• 
~ -~·SPECIAL EQUIPMNT OR INSTRUCTIONS: ...1- • -

This used oil is subject to_EPA Regulations under • 
' 

NUMBER OF GALLONS/DRUMS: 

40 CFR Part 266. 

. -
.. 
' • 

' . 
: ~ 

~'fo.--. -\-c,-..._\ I} , 1 

4ooo TANKER NUMBER: rc---'-1-'C,ICR=----
, 

' 
Originw (White) • Fila (Yellow) • Sales (Pink) 
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L~~u~~IURIEs ABS 3139641 20:=. 

' ., 
ACIS 'LAB.ORATORIES 

2600 CLIFFORD 
(313)964-3119 

. 
' 

DETROIT, MI. 48201 
FAX (313) 984·1203 

SPECIALISTS IN PETROLEUM TECHNOLOGY 

REPORT #9502-4420 
REPORT DATE: 2-10-95 

SYBILL, INC., 
111 Military 

. Detroit, HI 48209 

Attn: Mr. Bill·Madias 

Sample of: Fuel Oil #4- 2-6-95. 

Serviegs Requested: Perfo~m Analysis to determine: 
Metals- EP~ 6010 
PCB- EP~:4059 

.-: ., 

Dates of Analy~is: 2-7-8-9-95 
Analyst: CR/DJ 

Results: 

P.O. ltVerbal 

PAR AM~ 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Copper 
Lead 
Nickel 
Silver 
Zinc 

EPA 6010 PPM ------------------------------------1.5 ------------------------------------3.0 
---------------------------------~-~~ .o 
----------------------------------- 2.5 ----------------------------------- 2.0 --------------------------~-------- 1.8 -----------------------------------=1.0 -----------------------------------=1.0 ----------------------------------- 6.5 Iron 
----------------------------------- 230 Note: = denotes less than. 

P~~(Total Arochlor) -----------------------N/0 =1.0 PPM 1 -METHOD DETECTION LIMIT------------- 1.0 PPM 
N/D ,denotes None Detec.ted. 

-vm-------------

r::-·. 02 



' ' 

U.S.ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION V 

EASTERN DISTRICT OFFICE 

STATE NOTIFICATION OF INSPECTION 

Authority: __ SECTION ll4(d}(l)-CLEAN AIR ACT, AS AMENDED 

CWA, TSCA, ,f RCRA, SWDA -- -- -- --
Source Name Syb,'II 1.I"'4. 

Address Ill Hd,..h:wy Ave. 

City Petted 
St;3te Ht'~((Ja" 

Person Notified Tt'M. Sor."c:nberr------------'-----

Title _____ ~e~n~v~·~~~ru~e~~~+<~a~l~t~vo~l·~·t.7y~a~~~a,lyp3~t _________ __ 

Organization __ ~r4~D~~~~~-~VV~a~s~+~·~H~,~~t~·~~V~·--------------

Date of Notification_~h:-~~~3~-~juSL-----------------
-­

P 1 ann ed Date of Inspect i on_~=---~::..-_'i-'-S"-----~--------

Purpose of Inspect ion ( comp la ince monitoring, Fhfmcaneut Divisioo request etc.) 

RC.RA. Enfcrtetnv•t 13rc.'¥h fe'4 .Je-sT Cparl..f w.-JH-tMe~ ~~ •i\.s~cir<l..J 

Scope_~R~G~R~A~v~~~J~o~·~·~~~~~~p~<~st~tOdb~----------------

Person Giving Notice~~~m~r~k~E~·~C~on~t~i~----------------

Title Environmental Engineer 

Organization~E~S~D~/E~DO~----------------------
---

~<(..~· 
(signature) 

(A copy of this notification must accompany each Air inspection report), 

For all other types of inspections include vith file copy of report. 





S YBILL, Incorporated 111 Military , Detroit. Ml 48209-4102 
Telephone: 313/841 -6190 Facsimile : 313/841-6446 

Safeguarding our environment 
and our clients ... 

Waste Stream Processing 
Oil Recycling 

Administration : 440 Wyoming, Dearborn. Ml48126-3725 Telephone: 313/582-2520 



SYBI LL, Incorporated 111 Military, Detroit, Michigan 48209-4102 

Telephone: 313/841 -6190 Facsimile: 313/841-6446 

Waste Stream Processing and Oil Recycling Services 

SYBILL, Incorporated is pleased to announce the opening of Detroit's newest and 
largest non-hazardous waste stream treatment and oil recycling facility. Located on a six 
acre parcel in Detroit's Empowerment district, this facility can process over 1 million 
gallons of waste water per week. 

SYBILL's facility provides treatment services for a variety of non-hazardous waste 
streams. We accept for treatment, processing, disposal and recycling the following non­
hazardous waste streams: 

- Spent Coolants and Oils - Landfill Leachates 
- UST Rinse Waters -Sludges 
- Industrial Waste Liquids - Excavation water 

All waste streams processed at our facilities are subject to testing and characterization in 
order to comply with regulatory, operational and non-hazardous classification parameters. 
Each waste stream is analyzed prior to delivery and again prior to acceptance at 
SYBILL's facility. 

Employing proprietary, best-available-technology and environmentally sound practices, 
this Wayne County and City of Detroit licensed facility can treat non-hazardous streams 
to meet municipal discharge parameters. By applying the "waste-to-energy'' concept, 
SYBILL's waste treatment process reclaims, for sale, oils which meet "on-spec" fuel 
guidelines. The combination of our proprietary treatment process and the reclamation of 
usable fuel (oil) and/or "lube-stock'' provides generators of these waste streams an 
environmentally sound, cost-effective disposal solution. S YBILL, Incorporated 
processes waste streams from the steel and automotive industries as well as from the 
utilities companies. 

SYBILL, Incorporated provides complete waste stream processing services and 
products. We help clean-up waste spillage, we provide VAC tanker systems and we 
provide non-hazardous waste stream hauling services to our processing facility. We 
process waste streams and we deliver recycled oil products. We are your partner in 
environmentally responsible disposal practices and cost-effective solutions. 

For information regarding our services, our treatment scheduling/pricing, inspections 
and/or tours of our facility, please contact us by telephone or FAX. If you have more 
immediate needs for waste stream disposal, our sales specialists would be most pleased to 
meet and discuss our capabilities and your requirements. 

Administration: 4440 Wyoming, Dearborn, Mic higan 48126- 3725-313/582- 2520 



SYBILL1 Incorporated 111 Mi litary, Detroit, Michigan 48209-4102 

Telephone: 313/841-6190 Facsimi le: 313/841 -6446 

Waste Stream Process Plan 

In order to provide environmentally sound non-hazardous waste stream processing services and to 
meet governmental agencies requirements, S YBILL, Incorporated has established the following 

process plan for accepting any waste stream for treatment at our facility: 

Step 1: Actions ofthe Generator 

Collect a physical sample of each waste type. Analyze the sample, complete and sign the 
"Generator Waste Characterization Report" for each waste type sample. See attached sample. 

Submit the physical sample(s) and the corresponding report(s) to S YBILL, Incorporated. 

~tep 2: Waste Stream Review and Approval 

S YBILL' s staff chemists will analyze each sample submitted and will compare the test results to 
to the guidelines as shown in the attached "Waste Stream Specification Sheet" . The Generator 
will be notified within two (2) working days of approval or rejection of the waste stream. 

For all waste streams tested, reviewed and accepted, S YBILL retains the sample and report on 
file. It is strongly recommended that the Generator also retain a sample and report for their files. 

Step 3: Deliver Waste Stream for Treatment 

S YBILL personnel will remove one (1) quart of the waste stream for "Fingerprint" testing. 
These test results (see attached sample "Fingerprint" form) will be compared to the specifications 
as provided in the "Generator Waste Characterization Report". The waste stream will be 
accepted for processing if the "Fingerprint" sample is a close match. If the sample is not a 
match, rejection of the waste stream is possible. Note: The "Fingerprint" sample will be 
analyzed for color, pH, flash point, odor, and oil/water ratios. 

Per Act 451 in the State of Michigan, a completed Manifest or Bill of Lading is required with 
each load of waste stream delivered to SYBILL's facility. Prior to accepting the waste stream, 
S YBILL personnel must validate that these documents are complete and signed by the generator. 

S YBILL personnel off-load the waste stream into our processing system and release the 
transporter. SYBILL maintains logbooks for all incoming waste streams. These logbooks 
include date, time-in, time-out, generator name, and volume of waste stream delivered. These 
logbooks are transcribed into our computer database for tracking and long term record keeping. 

Step 4: Process the Waste Stream 

S YBILL's proprietary process utilizes heat and chemicals to treat the waste stream into water 
which can be safely discharged into the municipal system, oil which can be recycled and sludge 
products which can be safely disposed into landfills. All aspects of the process are monitored and 
logged. Extensive chemical tests are run and compliance to regulations is assured. 

SYBILL, Incorporated has developed this process plan and totally enforces its components. 
Our goal in stringently following this process plan is to safeguard the environment, our clients and 

ourselves. As a Generator, you can help in this goal by adhering to this process plan. Thank You ! 

Admin istration: 4440 Wyoming. D e arborn, Michigan 48126-3725-313/582-2520 



SYBI LL1 Incorporated 111 Military, Detroit, Michigan 48209-4102 

Telephone: 313/841-6190 Facsimile: 313/841-6446 

GENERATOR WASTE CHARACTERIZATION REPORT 
Note: Separate report required for each waste stream. 

Sample must be provided, tested and pre-approved 

1. GENERATOR INFORMATION 

USEPAID# ________________ __ 
Company Name ________________ __ 

Company Address--------------­
City, State, Zip -----------------­
Contact----------------------­
Telephone ( ) - ---------

2. BILLING INFORMATION 
( If different than above) 

Company Name ________________ __ 

Company Address--------------­
City, State, Zip------------------­
Contact ----------------------­
Telephone ( ) - --------

3. TRANSPORTER INFORMATION 

USEPAID# __________ _ 
Company Name ________________ __ 

Company Address----------------
City, State, Zip ________ _ 

Contact--:----:----------
Telephone ( ) - _______ _ 

4. SHIPPING INFORMATION 

USEPA Hazardous Yes No 
USEPA Hazardous Waste Code __ __ 
DOT Shipping Name -----:-~~-:-:----
Hazardous Class UN/NA # 
Shipment Method Bulk Drums 
~:--:-- Other (describe) 
Shipping Frequency ___ per ___ _ 

Qty Frequency 

5. SPECIAL HANDLING INFORMATION 

____ Accept ____ Reject 

Approval# ---------

6. WASTE CHARACTERIZATION 

Waste Common Name ------------­
Description of Process Generating Waste: 

Has Sample Been Collected & Submitted ? 
-------Yes No 
Constituent Composition Information 
-------------% % 
-------------% % 
-------------% % 
-------------% % 
Physical Characteristics ( at 70 F) 
Color-------------------------
----- Solid Liquid Sludge 
Free Liquids Yes No 
If Liquid or Sludge- % of Solids-----:-­
Multi Layered Yes No 
Specific Gravity __ Flash point* ____ __ 
_Open Cup*_ Closed Cup pH __ 
Volatile Organics: 
_ % Halogenated _ %Non-Halogenated 
Other Characteristics (Check any that apply) 
__ Reactive __ Explosive ___ Shock 
Cyanide __ PPM Sulfide PPM 
EPToxic or TCLP ----------------­
PCB~ PPM 

• Attach test results. Attach all supporting 
chemical analysis results. 

_____ This waste is non-hazardous under 
USEPA and State of Michigan regulations. 

7. AUTHORIZATION (Signature Required) 

I certify that the infonnation on this form is complete 
and factual to the best of my nowledge. 

Signature---------------------
Title. _____________ Date ________ _ 

Comments:------------------­
Signature 

Adrninistration: 4440 Wyorning, Dearborn, M ichigan 48126-3725 - 313/582- 2520 



S>'BI LL, Incorporated 111 Mil itary, Detroit, Michigan 48209-4102 

Telephone: 313/841-6190 Facsimi le: 313/841-6446 

Waste Stream Fingerprint Test 

DATE:----- TIME: ____ _ 

GENERATOR: --------------------------------TRANSPORTER: _______________________________ _ 

SAMPLED BY: 

DESCRIPTION OF WASTE STREAM: 

CHEMICAL ANALYSIS 

Flashpoint: __ _ pH: __ _ Oil: -- Water: ---
Reactivity: _____ _ Solids: ------ Rag: ___ _ 

Other: 

Tested By:-------- Signature: 

Date: 

************************************************************** 

D 
D 

RESULTS 

Load Accepted - in spec. 

Load Rejected - out of spec. 

Administration: 4440 Wyoming, Dearborn, Michigan 481 26- 3725 - 313/582-2520 



DESCRIPTION OF SERVICES AT SYBILL, INCORPORATED 

A. SYBILL, lNCORPORATED is a non-hazardous waste water treatment center located in Detroit, 

Michigan 

Industrial treatment services can be provided for a variety of non-hazardous waste streams. 

Waste Types: 

Coolants/Oils 
UST Rinse Water 
Landfill leachates 
Industrial waste liquids 

B. Prior to accepting any waste for treatment services at Sybil!, Inc., the generator of each 

waste stream must provide the following: 

1. The generator must complete and sign a "generator waste characterization 

report". 

2. A physical sample of each waste type must be submitted with the report. 

3. Following the review by SYBILL staff of each sample and report, the client will 

be notified within two (2) working days with approval or rejection of waste for 

treatment. 

4. If accepted for treatment, waste report and the physical sample must be 

retained at SYBILL, INC. Also, the client should retain a report on file. 

C. Along with requirements listed above, prior analysis of each waste stream must be submitted 

(Refer to attachment} · 

1. Annual sample analysis up-date are required along with a signed renewal 

certification by the generator 



,, 

S>E J LL, Incorporated 111 Military, Detroit, Michigan 48209-4102 

Telephone: 313/841-6190 Facsimile: 313/841-6446 

SYBILL, INC. 
CUSTOMER SERVICE Slll::ET 

REQUIRED SAMPLES FOR NON-HAZARDOUS WASTE WATER TR:EA~. 

1. PH - 2 - 12.5 

2. Flash above >140 
Ignitabilty 

3. Sulfide & Cyanide "reactivity" 

4. PCB "Total" 

5. TCLP "Metals" plus zinc & nickel (Michigan) 

6. TCLP Volatile organics 

7. Semi-volatile organics 

8. Herbicides TCLP leachate me~~cd 8150 

9. Chlorinated pesticides TCLP leachate method 8080 

10. Complete SYBILL "Generator Waste Characterization Report" 

proflle sheet with signature. 

11. Sample of waste water to be treated. 

12. For industrial waste streams generator may delete required 

herbicides item #8 and pesticides item #9 samples. 

13. Industrial waste streams will also require total halogenated 

levels with oil present. 

NOTE: UST ground water and leachates require all items listed 

above. 

Ac::rr-unis'C:-s-c:Jon: 4CC I own C.:nt:er, Suit:e :;!CC, Ceart:orn. Mic::hu~;an 48 1 25- 31 ::!.1"2::3:6-77:SO 



sybill-Inc. 
lll Military 
Detroit, MI 48209 

New ------

Date: 10/08/93 
Page No. 2 
Permit No. 914-003 

SECTION B: DISCHARGE LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

Representative Sampling Location: MH in Sampling Shack; 15' E~ of incinerator 
bldg., 3' 'N. of N. containment wall. 

Local Ordinance Limits 

PARAMETER 

Total Arsenic (As) 
Total Cadmium (Cd) 
Total Copper (Cu) 
Total cyanide (CN) 
Total Iron (Fe) 
Total Lead (Pb) 
Total Mercury (Hg) 
Total Nickel (Ni) 
Total Silver (!ig) 
Total Chromium (Cr) 
Total Zinc (Zn) 

Total Toxic Organic (TTO) 
PCB - Arochlor 1260 
Total PCB 
Phenol 

Fats, Oil, Grease (FOG) 
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 
Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) 
Phosphorus (P) 
pH 

Other Requirements: 

DAILY MAXIMUM 
(mg/1) 

l.O 
2.0 
4.5 
2.0 

1000.0 
l.O 
0.005 
5.0 
2.0 

25.0 
15.0 

* 
0.0005 
0.001 
0.5 

2000 
10000 
10000 

500 
5.0 - 10.5 (units) 

(l) Compliance with the General Pollutant Prohibitions 

§._EL...f. -M.9!.1:I.TQB~NG 
REQUIRED {Y/N) 

y 
y 

y 

y 

y 

y 
y 

y 
y 

y 

y 

y 

y 

y 

y 

y 

y 

y 

y 

y 

(2) pH between 5.0 - 10.0 (10.5 if alkalinity is less than 300 ppm) 

All limitations are based on composite samples, except for FOG, CN, and pH, 

which are based on grab samples. 

Please refer also to Sections C and D-3 regarding self-monitoring and reporting 

requirements. 

*Daily maximum limitation not finalized, self monitoring is required~ 

---



PARAMETER ------------------------------, 
No. I TOXIC ORGANIC 

++++j PURGEABLE COMPOUNDS 

++++ ++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ 

1 

1-~--
3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

Acrolein 

Acrylonitrile 

--------------------~
---------

Benzene 

Carbon Tetrachloride 
(Tetrachloromethane) 

Chlorobenzene 

1,2-Dichloroethane 

1,1,1-Trichloroethane 

1,1-Dichloroethane 

1,1,2-Trichloroethane 

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 

Chloroethane 

2-Chloroethyl vinyl ether 

Chloro focm 
(Trichloromethane} 

Tetrachl..:-coethylene 

Toluene 

Trichloroethylene 

Chloroethylene 
(Vinyl Chloride) 

1,1-0ichloroethylene 

TOTAL TOXIC ORGANIC (TTO) 

PARAMETER 

No. I TOXIC ORGANIC 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

1,2-Trans-dichloroethylene 

1,2-Dichloropropylene 
(1 1 2-Dichloropropene) 

1,3-Dichloropropylene 
(~,3-Dichloropropene)

 

Ethylbenzene 

Dichlorornethane 
(Methylene Chloride) 

Chloromethane 
(Methyl Chloride) 

Bromomethane 
(Methyl Bromide) 

Tribromomethane 
(Bromoform) 

Dichlorobromomethane 

Chlorodibromomethane 

1,2-Dichlorobenzene 

1,3-Dichlorobenzene 

1,4-Dichlorobenzene 

Xylene 

++++j EXTRACTBLE COMPOUNDS 

++++ ++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ 

33 Acenaphthene 

34 Acenaphthylene 

35 Anthracene 

36 Benzidine 

-- - ~-

----,------------------------------PARAMETER 

No. I TOXIC ORGANIC 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

1-~~-
43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

Bis (2-Chloroethoxy} methane 

Bis (2-Chloroethyl) ether 

Bis (2-Chloroisoproply) 
ether, 

Bis (2-Ethylhexyl) 
phthalate 

Butyl benzyl phthalate 

Chrysene 

Di-n-butyl phthalate 

Di-n-cetyl phthalate 

Diethyl phthalate 

Dimethyl phthalate 

Fluorene 

Hexachlorobenzene 

Hexachlorobutadiene 

Uexachlorocyclopentadiene 

Hexachlo~oethane 

Isophorone 

Naphthalene 

Nitrobenzene 

N-nitrosoqimethylarnine 

> 



\ 

l, 

No. 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

68 

69 

70 

71 

72 

73 

74 

PARAMETER 
TOXIC ORGANIC 

N-nitrosodi-n-propylamine 

N-nitrosodiphenylamine 

Parachlorometa cresol 

Pentachlorophenol 

Phenanthrene 

Phenol 

Pyrene 

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 

2-Chloronaphthalene 

2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 

2-Chlorophenol 

1,2-Benzanthracene 
(Benzo(a)anthracene) 

3,4-Benzopyrene 
(Benzo(a)pyrene) 

3,4-Ben=ofluoranthene 
(Benzo(b) fluoranthene) 

11,12-Eenzofluoranthene 
(Benzo(k) fluoranthene) 

1 12-benzoperylene 
(henzo(ghi)perylene) 

1
6

2 5,6-Dibenzanthracene 
( ibenzo{a,h}anthracene) 

2 3-o-phenylene pyrene 
(Indeno(l,2,3-cd)pyrene) 

3,3-Dichlorobenzidine 

No. 

75 

76 

77 

78 

79 

BO 

81 

82 

83 

84 

85 

86 

87 

BB 

89 

90 

91 

92 

93 

TOTAL TOXIC ORGANIC (TTO) 

PARAMETER 
TOXIC ORGANIC 

2,4-Dichlorophenol 

2,4-Dimethylphenol 

4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether 

4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether 

2-nitrophenol 

4-Nitrophenol 

2,4-Dinitrophenol 

4,6-Dinitro-o-cresol 

2,4-Dinitrotoluene 

Aldrin 

Dieldrin 

Chlordane (technical 
mixture and metabolites 

4,4-DDT 

4,4-DDE (p,p-DDX) 

4,4-DDD (p,p-TDE) 

Alpha-endosulfan 

Beta-endosulfan 

2,6-Dinitrotoluene 

1,2-Diphenylhydrazine 

No. 

94 

95 

96 

97 

98 

99 

100 

101 

102 

103 

104 

105 

106 

107 

lOB 

109 

110 

111 

112 

PARAHETER 
TOXIC ORGANIC 

Fluoranthene 

Hexachlorocyclohexane (BHC) 
(BHC /Heptachlor epoxide) 

Alpha-BHC 

Beta-BHC 

Gamma-BHC 

Delta-BHC 

Polychlorinated biphenyls 
PCB-1242 (Arochlor 1242) 

PCB-1254 (Arochlor 1254) 

PCB-1221 (Arochlor 1221) 

PCB-1232 (Arochlor 1232) 

PCB-1248 (Arochlor 1248) 

PCB-1260 (Arochlor 1260) 

PCB-1016 (Arochlor 1016) 

Toxaphene 

2,3(7,6-Tetrachlorodibenzo­
p-dl.oxin · ( TCDD) 

Endosulfan sulfate 

Endrin 

Endrin aldehyde 

Heptachlor 



1 

2 

3 

4 

SYBILL N:: 067 

INCORPORATED ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 
400 TOWN CENTER, SUITE 300 
DEARBORN, MICHIGAN 48126 
TELEPHONE 13131 336-7750 
FAX 13131336-7256 

PLANT 
111 MILITARY 
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48209 
TELEPHONE 13131841-6190 

GENERATOR WASTE CHARACTERIZATION REPORT 
Note: Separate reports required for each waste stream. 

Sample must be Qiven prior to approval 

GENERATOR INFORMATION 

US EPA ID # ----'--------­

Company Name ------------­
Company Address ------------
City, State, Zip ____________ _ 

Contact Person 
Telephone( ) ___________ _ 

HILLING INFORMATION 
(If different from above) 

Cqmpany Name ------------­
Company Address -----------­
City, State, Zip------------­
Contact Person 
Telephone( 

TRANSPORTER INFORMATION 
USEPAID# ____________ __ 

Company Name -------------­

Company Address ------------
City, State, Zip ____________ _ 

Contact Person 
Telephone( ) ___________ _ 

WASTE CHARACTERIZATION 

Waste Common Name 
Description of Process Generating Waste: ___ _ 

Has Sample Been Submitted? 
__ Yes __ No 

Constituent Composition Information 
Major Constituents Minor Constituents 

-------- % 
_______ % 

-------- % _______ % 

________ % _______ % 

4 

5 

6 

7 

(Continued) 

Physical Characteristics (at 70 F.) 
Color ________________ _ 

__ Solid __ Liquid __ Sludge 
Free Liquids __ Yes __ No 
If Liquid or Sludge: % of Solids _______ _ 
Multi Layered: __ Yes ___ No 
Specific Gravity Flash Point• ___ _ 
__Open Cup· __ Closed Cup PH 
Volatile Organics 
_____ % Halogenated 
_____ % Non-Halogenated 

Other Characteristics (Check any that apply) 
__ Reactive 
__ Explosive 
__ Shock Sensitive 
__ Cyanide __ ppm Sulfide ___ ppm 
__ EPToxic or TCLP __ PCB's ___ ppm 

(Attach Test Results) 
__This waste is non-hazardous under USEPA and 
State of Michigan regulations. 

Attach all supporting chemical analysis results. 

SHIPPING INFORMATION 

USEPA Hazardous __ Yes 

USEPA Hazardous Waste Code 
DOT Shipping Name 

___ No 

HazardousCiass UN/NA# ____ _ 
Method of Shipment __ Bulk __ _ Drums 
__ Other (Describe) __________ _ 

Shipping Frequency: per---,------
quanity frequency 

SPECIAL HANDLING INFORMATION 

AUTHORIZATION (MUST be signed by generator) 

I certify that all Information on this form is complete 
and factual to the best of my knowledge. 

Signature----------------
Title ___________ Date ___ _ 

Staff Use Only• 

__ Accept __ Reject 
Approval# 

I ~mmomo 
Signature: 



<1 SYB ILL, Incorporated 111 Military, Detroit, Michigan 48209-41 o::; 

0 

Telephone: 313/841-6190 Facsimile: 313/841-6446 

SAMPLING - MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

In order to meet 'self-monitoring' requirements, SYBILL, INC. staff shall follow sample schedules 

out-lined below. 

A. TOTAL TOXIC ORGANIC mol 

1. Two (2) 'flow' samples will be collected over a twenty-four (24) hour period. Minimum 

sample volume is one (1) quart per sample. 

2. SCHEDULE 

JUNE 15 
SEPTEMBER 15 
DECEMBER 15 
MARCH 15 

B. METALS -PCB-PHENOL-(FOG -(TSS}-(BOD}-(P}-(Ph} 

Total Arsenic (As) 
Total Cadmium (Cd) 
Total Copper (Cu) 
Total Cyanide (CN) 
Total Iron (Fe) 
Total Lead {Pb) 
Total Mercury (Hg) 
Total Nickel (Ni) 
Total Silver (Ag) 
Total Chromium (Cr) 

Total Zinc (Zn) 
PCB- Arochlor 1260 

Total PCB 
Phenol 
Fats, Oil, Grease (FOG) 
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 
Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) 
Phosphorus (P) 
pH 

1. One (1) 'flow' sample will be collected over a twenty-four (24) hour period. Minimum 

sample volume is one (1) quart per sample. 

2. One (1) 'grab' sample will also be collected. 

3. SCHEDULE 

Flow and grab samples for analysis outlined in item 'B' will be collected on or about the 

15th of each month. 

Following sample collection, deliver samples to ACIS labs in Detroit, MI. for review. Should you 

) have any questions, please contact Gary Berndt at (313) 582-2219. 

Administration: 4440 Wyoming. Oearborf\ Michigan 481 26-3725 - 31 31582-2520 



S YBILL, Incorporated 111 Military, Detroit, Ml48209-4102 
Telephone: 313/841-6190 Facsimile: 313/841-6446 

GENERA TOR WASTE CHARACTERIZATION REPORT 
ANNUAL RE-CERTIFICATION FORM: PREVIOUS APPROVAL NO. 

Note: Separate report required for each waste stream. 
Sample must be provided, tested and pre-approved 

• 
1. GENERATOR INFORMATION 

USEPAID# ________________ __ 
Company Name ________________ _ 

Company Address-------­
City, State, Zip--------­
Contact 
Telepho-ne-;-(-);-----------

2. BILLING INFORMATION 
( If different than above) 

Company Name--------­
Company Address---------­
City, State, Zip--------­
Contact 
Telephon-e-:(-.,-)----------

3. TRANSPORTER INFORMATION 

USEPAID# ________________ _ 

Company Name--------­
Company Address--------­
City, State, Zip--------­
Contact 
Telephon-e-;-(-,.-) ----------

4. SHIPPING INFORMATION 

USEPA Hazardous Yes No 
USEPA Hazardous Waste Code __ __ 
DOT Shipping Name 
Hazardous Class ----,.U""N"'"'!N:-:A-:-:#:----
Shipment Method Bulk Drums 
-::-:-:-:--Other (describe) 
Shipping Frequency __ per =-----

Qty Frequency 

5. SPECIAL HANDLING INFORMATION 

Accept: c:=:-::-::;-- Reject: __ _ 
Re-certification # -------

S. WASTE CHARACTERIZATION 

WasteCommonName~-~---,.~~­
Description of Process Generating Waste: 

Has Sample Been Collected & Submitted ? 
-:::-----:-::-----:-:::---- Yes No 
Constituent Composition Information 

% % ------% % 

% % 
------% % 

Physical Characteristics ( at 70 F) 

Color---,:--::-:------:-:--:-:------,::-:--:----
=----:-:- Solid Liquid Sludge 
Free Liquids Yes No 
If Liquid or Sludge- % of Solids ----:-:­
Multi Layered Yes No 
Specific Gravity __ Flash point• ..,.---­
-Open Cup• __ Closed Cup pH __ 
Volatile Organics: 
_% Halogenated __ %Non-Halogenated 
Other Characteristics (Check any that apply) 
__ Reactive ___ Explosive ___ Shock 
Cyanide __ PPM Sulfide PPM 
EPToxic or TCLP --------== 
PCB's PPM 

• Attach test results 

This waste is non-hazardous under 
:-U:::S:::E:::P:-:A-and State of Michigan regulations. 

• Attach supporting chemical analysis results 

7. AUTHORIZATION (Signature Required) 

I certify that the infonnation on this fonn is complete 
and factual to the best of my knowledge. I further 
cerify that this wastestream HAS I HAS NOT 
changed either in process _ and/or in chemical 
compositionlcontent _ 

Signature------=--:------
Title _______ ,Date, ____ _ 

Administration: 440 Wyoming, Dearborn, Ml 48126-3725 Telephone: 313/582-2520 



----

Alleged Violation Injunctive Relief Sought Penalty Recommendation 

Records made available during the Maintain documentation that used oil fuel 3/27 /2000? to ? 
inspection did not document the meets the specifications for three years Potential for harm - env. minor 
relationship between analytical data and from the date of shipment. Potential for harm - regulatory major 
shipments of used oil fuel. Extent of deviation - moderate 
40 CFR 279.72(a) and (b) NOTE: need information request (they do some analyses, but they didn't 
[MAC RuleR 299.9815(3)(b) and (c)] seem to be cross-referenced to shipments; 

really need more info for penalty est.) 

The location of individual fire Modify facility plan. 3/28/2000 to 4/14/2000 
extinguishers was not mapped. Potential for harm - env., minor 
40 CFR 279.52(a)(2)(iii) Potential for harm - regulatory, minor 
[MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] Extent of deviation - minor 

Tank 12 was leaking; failure to use only Document repair of Tank 12 with a copy 3/28/2000 to 3/28/2000 w/ work order 
good condition tanks and containers to of the work order (requested, but not 3/28/2000 to ? 
store used oil. received). Iflost, would accept photo, but Potential for harm - env., minor 
40 CFR 279.54(b)(2) RTC would be upon receipt of photo. Potential for harm- regulatory, major 
[MAC Rule R299.9813(3)] Extent of deviation -

None of the used oil tanks and containers Label tanks and containers "used oil" 3/27/2000 to 4114/2000 for 18 tanks 
were labeled "used oil" (did we actually receive 18 photos?) ' 

' 

40 CFR 279.54 3/27/2000 to 9/7/2000 for 8 containers 

I [MAC Rule R299.9813(3)] 



RCRA Used Oil for ECAT Briefing February 28, 2001 
Sybil!, Inc. doing business as SRS Environmental EPA ID No. MIR 000 022 400 

Prepared by Sue Brauer 

--

Alleged Violation Injunctive Relief Sought Penalty Recommendation 

The SRS Environmental QA/QC Program Identify circumstances for appropriate use 3/28/2000 to 9/7/2000 
does not specify a sample method and of equipment to obtain representative Potential for harm -environmental, minor 
does not indicate when to appropriately samples. Potential for harm -regulatory, minor 
use different sampling devices Ext. of deviation minor 
40 CPR§§ 279.55(a) and 279.55(b) 
[MAC Rule R299.98!3(3)] 

The SRS Environmental QA/QC Program Amend to include appropriate analytes. 3/28/2000 to 9/7/2000? (wantto re-review) 

did not identify relevant target analytes. (New count/regulation, related to count in Potential for harm - environmental, minor 
40 CPR 279.55(a) previous RCRA administrative complaint) Potential for harm- regulatory, major 
[MAC Rule R299.98!3(3)] Extent of deviation - minor 

Litigation risk due to slow review: plan dated 10/23/98, to 
Sue 6/10/99, insp. 3/27/00, NOV 8/3/2000 

The SRS Environmental QA/QC Program Amend plan to include rebuttal of EPA's From previous multi-media inspection to 
does not identify how total halogen presumption of mixture with hazardous 9/7/2000 (amended plan inconsistent). 
concentrations will be determined and waste and to identify how total halogen ??? for rebuttal (need info request) 
does not specifically address the determinations will be made. (Same Potential for harm - environmental, ?mod 
rebuttable presumption count as previous RCRA administrative Potential for harm- regulatory, major 
40 CPR§§ 279.53 and 279.55(a) complaint) Extent of deviation - major 
[MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] Rebut presumption of mixture for all 

shipments with greater than I ,000 ppm 
total halogens 
NOTE: need info request 



DB Query Results http:/ /intranet.epa.gov:9966/envir. .. orporate _ detail?duns _ num~928206606 

1 of 1 

SYBILLINC 
DUNS Number: 928206606 

111 MILITARY ST 
DETROIT, MI 48209-4102 

Corporate Profile 

NOTE: Where appropriate, click on the underlined HQ DUNS Number, Parent DUNS Number, and 
Ultimate DUNS Number to view related information for this site. 
Secondary Name: SRS ENVIRONMENTAL Parent DUNS Number: 

Mailing Address: Ultimate DUNS Number: 623453081 

County: 
Year Started: 

Hierarchy: 

Line of Business: 

CEO Name: 

CEO Title: 

Phone Number: 
HQDUNS 
Number: 

Sales Here lnd: 
Employee Here 
lnd: 

Employee Here 
Count: 

Employee Total 
lnd: 

State FIPS: 

Primary SIC 
Code: 

WAYNE 

01 

REFUSE SYSTEMS 

NICK DEBRA UNO 

BRANCH MANAGER 
(313) 841-6190 

623453081 

2 

0 

26 

4953 

Subsidiary: 

Manufacturing 
Indicator: 

Sales Volume: 

Total Employees: 
Population Code: 

MSACode: 

Corporate Organization 
Status: 

DIAS Code: 

Latitude: 

Longitude: 

Primary SIC 
Description: 

List of All SIC codes and Descriptions 

[SI~~()deJ .. ~I~I>es_c~i))tio_n.. : 
I 4953 [~FlJSE S"\'STEMSJ 

Not a Subsidiary 

Manufacturing Not Done 
At This Site 

$0 
0 

500,000 and Over 

2160 

Branch 

001903488 

42.3062 

83.0991 

REFUSE SYSTEMS 

3/21/00 1:56PM 



The plan does not identify the sampling method used to obtain representative samples to be analyzed. 

40 CFR §279.52(a)(2)(iii) [MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] The location of individual fire extinguishers was not 

mapped. 

40 CFR §279.52(b)(2)(v) [MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] The descriptions and locations of emergency 

equipment for fire, spills, communications and decontamination were inadequate. 

40 CFR §279.54(b)(2) [MAC RuleR 299.9813(3)] Tank 12 was leaking on March 27, 2000. 

40 CFR §279.54 [MAC R 299.9813(3)] None of the used oil tanks and containers were labeled "Used Oil." 

From: Karl Karg on 12/12/2000 09:55AM 

From: Karl Karg on 12/12/2000 09:55AM 
To: Michael Valentino, Sue Brauer cc: Jeffrey Gahris 

We are preparing the Air side of this matter presently. Can you advise on the status of the other media 

and whether any actions are forthcoming? Thanks. 

Karl Karg 
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Table 3-2. Worksheet to Summarize Cost Estimates for TSDs (a) 

...• · .. · ... ·· · . 

··.~··.~ 
·~ U,£i · · ·•· . ···· · · ···· • rf$) " · ••·· · · · ·. ·. ··· . .. ·.· ·.· . f"'ni'ri .. ·. 

Notification 

Hazardous Waste Determination and Characterization 

General Waste Analysis. LOR Waste Analysis. and 
Written Waste A '" ;0 

74-Hnnr Fm, ~-

Written Tr Schedule 

lJraining 

Requirements for Ignitable, Reactive, and Incompatible 
Wastes 

Feu•'· n 

A with Local Authorities 

Plan 

Fr Coordinator 

Manifest 

I .ohelinl7 ~Acrlr'· and Wastes 

Biennial Report • •' 

L Record 

Groundwater 

) . rloonrP wd Post-Closure Plans '2-FJ,qeo I I ? '68 I""" 
' Financial Assurance for and PnoLf"'lnonrP 'lD I t'l-'1>-0 '"2- I ' ~" J IAA'" I 

"&o " 1o'D,cru:} ) Financial Assurance for Third Party Liability Co :;r:..; 
A ./ 

I J Corrective Action Schedule 

(c )~ ?<-/) '0170 No fe.ll/e.w~ 

TOTAL COSTS 

(a) Cost estimates are to be obtained from Table 3-4 and summed fur am tal capital/initial and on-going cost 
estimate. l I '\'1 (p 1./c,l LCL·l5) 

(JJ te l<- 'I e. c\ Co '+-
Complainant's Exhibit 28 
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'iYBILL BEN VERSION 4,4 JULY 23, 1998 

A. VALUE OF EMPLOYING POLLUTION CONTROL ON-TIME AND 
OPERATING IT FOR ONE USEFUL LIFE IN 1993 DOLLARS $ 34465 

B. VALUE OF EMPLOYING POLLUTION CONTROL ON-TIME AND 
OPERATING IT FOR ONE USEFUL LIFE PLUS ALL FUTURE 
REPLACEMENT CYCLES IN 1993 DOLLARS $ 34465 

C. VALUE OF DELAYING EMPLOYMENT OF POLLUTION 
CONTROL EQUIPMENT BY 56 MONTHS PLUS ALL FUTURE 
REPLACEMENT CYCLES IN 1993 DOLLARS $ 23407 

D. ECONOMIC BENEFIT OF A 56 MONTH DELAY 

E. 

IN 1993 DOLLARS (EQUALS B MINUS C) $ 11058 

THE ECONOMIC BENEFIT AS OF THE PENALTY PAYMENT 
DATE, 65 MONTHS AFTER NONCOMPLIANCE $ 19085 

"" \40~5:::: /13 
\ \D SB 

=r---=-=== ~-,,< 
J/4 ~ (!.7~){-3'1%~ ~§t@_~tj; ;_ 

->->->->->-> THE ECONOMIC BENEFIT CALCULATION ABOVE <-<-<-<-<-<­
USED THE FOLLOWING VARIABLES: 

USER SPECIFIED VALUES 

lA. CASE NAME = SYBILL 
lB. PROFIT STATUS = 
lC. FILING STATUS = 
2. INITIAL CAPITAL INVESTMENT 
3. ONE-TIME NONDEPRECIABLE EXPENDITURE= 

$ 
$ 

(TAX-DEDUCTIBLE EXPENSE) 
4. ANNUAL EXPENSE = $ 
5. FIRST MONTH OF NONCOMPLIANCE 
6. COMPLIANCE DATE= 
7. PENALTY PAYMENT DATE= 

STANDARD VALUES 

8. USEFUL LIFE OF POLLUTION CONTROL EQUIPMENT = 
9. MARGINAL INCOME TAX RATE FOR 1986 AND BEFORE 

10. MARGINAL INCOME TAX RATE FOR 1987 TO 1992 = 
11. MARGINAL INCOME TAX RATE FOR 1993 AND BEYOND 
12. ANNUAL INFLATION RATE = 

FOR-PROFIT 
C-CORPORATION 

0 

= 

60000 1996 DOLLARS 

0 
8, 1993 
4, 1998 
1, 1999 

15 YEARS 
49.6 % 
38.6 ,. 

0 

3 9. 4 % 
1.8 % 

13. DISCOUNT RATE: WEIGHTED-AVERAGE COST OF CAPITAL 10.6 % 
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WBILL BEN VERSION 4.4 JUNE 25, 1998 

A. VALUE OF EMPLOYING POLLUTION CONTROL ON-TIME AND 
OPERATING IT FOR ONE USEFUL LIFE IN 1993 DOLLARS $ 

B. VALUE OF EMPLOYING POLLUTION CONTROL ON-TIME AND 
OPERATING IT FOR ONE USEFUL LIFE PLUS ALL FUTURE 
REPLACEMENT CYCLES IN 1993 DOLLARS $ 

C. ~LUE OF DELAYING EMPLOYMENT OF POLLUTION 
CONTROL EQUIPMENT BY 66 MONTHS PLUS ALL FUTURE 
REPLACEMENT CYCLES IN 1993 DOLLARS $ 

D. ECONOMIC BENEFIT OF A 66 MONTH DELAY 
IN 1993 DOLLARS (EQUALS B MINUS C) $ 

E. THE ECONOMIC BENEFIT AS OF THE PENALTY PAYMENT 
DATE, 66 MONTHS AFTER NONCOMPLIANCE $ 

19817 

19817 

12561 

7257 

12630 

~ ~ P-1.12 -,o ( .)========= 
..J.-. >--- - ::: -~·---- ::~ ! -1lf ·:r.: x A .::. \J ·1 I{) I~ a 17. "' ?'-I lf 8 2.. D "1·~t~7 
->->->->->-> THE ECONOMIC BENEFIT CALCULATION ABOVE <-<-<-<-<-<­

USED THE FOLLOWING VARIABLES: 
USER SPECIFIED VALUES 

lA. CASE NAME = SYBILL 
lB. PROFIT STATUS = 
lC. FILING STATUS = 
2. INITIAL CAPITAL INVESTMENT $ 
3. ONE-TIME NONDEPRECIABLE EXPENDITURE $ 

(TAX-DEDUCTIBLE EXPENSE) 
4. ANNUAL EXPENSE = $ 
5. FIRST MONTH OF NONCOMPLIANCE 
6. COMPLIANCE DATE 
7. PENALTY PAYMENT DATE= 

STANDARD VALUES 

8. USEFUL LIFE OF POLLUTION CONTROL EQUIPMENT = 
9. MARGINAL INCOME TAX RATE FOR 1986 AND BEFORE 

10. MARGINAL INCOME TAX RATE FOR 1987 TO 1992 = 
ll. MARGINAL INCOME TAX RATE FOR 1993 AND BEYOND 
12. ANNUAL INFLATION RATE = 

FOR-PROFIT 
C-CORPORATION 

0 
( 34500 1996 DOLLARS 

0 
7' 1993 
l, 1999 
l, 1999 

15 YEARS 
49.6 % 
38.6 % 
39.4 % 
1.8 % 

l3. DISCOUNT RATE: WEIGHTED-AVERAGE COST OF CAPITAL 10.6 s-
0 
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'YBILL BEN VERSION 4.4 JUNE 25, 1998 

THE ECONOMIC BENEFIT OF A 66 MONTH DELAY 
DATE, 66 MONTHS AFTER NONCOMPLIANCE $ 10983 

->->->->->-> THE ECONOMIC BENEFIT CALCULATION ABOVE <-<-<-<-<-<­
USED THE FOLLOWING VARIABLES: 

USER SPECIFIED VALUES 

1A. CASE NAME = SYBILL 
lB. PROFIT STATUS = 
1C. FILING STATUS = 
2. INITIAL CAPITAL INVESTMENT 
3. ONE-TIME NONDEPRECIABLE EXPENDITURE 

$ 
$ 

(TAX-DEDUCTIBLE EXPENSE) 
4. ANNUAL EXPENSE= $ 
5. FIRST MONTH OF NONCOMPLIANCE 
6. COMPLIANCE DATE 
7. PENALTY PAYMENT DATE= 

STANDARD VALUES 

8. USEFUL LIFE OF POLLUTION CONTROL EQUIPMENT = 
9. MARGINAL INCOME TAX RATE FOR 1986 AND BEFORE 

10. MARGINAL INCOME TAX RATE FOR 1987 TO 1992 = 
11. MARGINAL INCOME TAX RATE FOR 1993 AND BEYOND 
12. ANNUAL INFLATION RATE = 

FOR-PROFIT 
C-CORPORATION 

0 
\ 30000 1996 DOLLARS 

0 
7' 1993 
1, 1999 
1, 1999 

15 YEARS 
49.6 % 
38.6 % 
39.4 .. 

0 

1.8 % 
13. DISCOUNT RATE: WEIGHTED-AVERAGE COST OF CAPITAL 10.6 % 



YBILL BEN VERSION 4.4 JUNE 25, 1998 

THE ECONOMIC BENEFIT OF A 66 MONTH DELAY 
DATE, 66 MONTHS AFTER NONCOMPLIANCE $ 10609 

~>~>~>~>~>~> THE ECONOMIC BENEFIT CALCULATION ABOVE <~<~<~<~<~<~ 

USED THE FOLLOWING VARIABLES: 
USER SPECIFIED VALUES 

lA. CASE NAME = SYBILL 
lB. PROFIT STATUS = 
lC. FILING STATUS = 
2. INITIAL CAPITAL INVESTMENT 
3. ONE~TIME NONDEPRECIABLE EXPENDITURE 

(TAX~DEDUCTIBLE EXPENSE) 
4. ANNUAL EXPENSE = 
5. FIRST MONTH OF NONCOMPLIANCE 
6. COMPLIANCE DATE 
7. PENALTY PAYMENT DATE= 

STANDARD VALUES 

$ 
$ 

$ 

8. USEFUL LIFE OF POLLUTION CONTROL EQUIPMENT = 
9. MARGINAL INCOME TAX RATE FOR 1986 AND BEFORE 

10. MARGINAL INCOME TAX RATE FOR 1987 TO 1992 = 
11. MARGINAL INCOME TAX RATE FOR 1993 AND BEYOND 
12. ANNUAL INFLATION RATE= 

FOR~PROFIT 

C~CORPORATION 

0 
28980 1996 DOLLARS 

0 
7, 1993 
1, 1999 
1, 1999 

15 YEARS 
49.6 % 
38.6 % 
39.4 % 

13. DISCOUNT RATE: WEIGHTED~AVERAGE COST OF CAPITAL 
1.8 % 

10.6 % 

/I 
/ '~ . '. 
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No Ianger gef'leratir~~ huardOI.IS Wo1Gto:: s-till in businl!!!i.t i. Smelter OefeaaJ 
Na lo11ger gener::1t1ng 1'14z.ardous waste; out ot bu$ines~;: i. Strt.:~ll O.u:u'ttit\1 £xsmotl.on 

; ~ . 021!111! 
lm:lia;:sn! Type at C4:mtnJ:rtion Oevicelsl o. Univarllial W•.sta - . -· '· UtilitY 8oUer 

1. Urge Quantiw ).lanele:r of Unlvf!'tUI W'1lStc U'd aEa 
' . 

~ ft'4Cf, D'tan 5.000 ~of { l btrteriel. ''· lnG~aiBC!iltn 
f IDUDCtlllll, IJor I I llwiiTM'IIIlliU ana 'lifiiQ lctlea ftllll!.la:&l. _: 'til. fndu=t:rial Nrnacv I 2. OeG"~:in.aUon Facitttv of Untve,!Sal Waste s. UndergtQIJnd tnjec:.ian ~ontroj 

Stoto Use OniV •• TsmporifY wane genatatian lnon-amt=rQenc:yl 
IX, Oct~s~n af Aeguistad WUte:t !Mark 'X" in U11!il ap!Jraj:irhttii boxu .. Rmfur ta i~Gn~ an PB9G 101 A. ~l'tatact•ri'!'dc:!t Of NcA..n.ecN H.ia,.d:oua W~a. S6e R :tS9.!21i ·FI 2DO.O~HJ. U.:iO po~~we o1o c:f ""' lf mora. :space.s an netdtl.:l tar W:l$'1:2 

c:odes. l~:~ut an •x"' in ba:~t(lllll ~ llft =::llde(rl tot TQ.P) 

11. l9nitablo 100011 I 2. CorrooNo 1000:21 ~ 3. Roac:ti .. 100031 4, TCU' If~< eodol•l b•lowl I I I 1 I J B. Littad Maztnd~:H.U: W':$~8&. So• ~ ~99.2!20- ~ 2SS.!226. tJsa oage 4 ot 4 if f'I'IOO• lip;:~~"'~ ;re Meec:ied 'ar w.;un:e ;:odec, lli.-r i:adef sl 
below! 

I I \ I I I 
. 

I x. Cal"tffic.a:icn. I caftjfy t.md~r I=!Onalry of law tnal 1 f'lii'VB ger$~;~nallv OK:lmiNd 11'\d illl't'! fimiliar witl'i me intcsrmation rucnUtted '" U'li:s: and ail 
an:aehe:d da::ument$. artd Nt tuased on rrrv inquiry of those inchvidual.s imM111dii!~ety respoNibla far a.btilif'lil\9 tfl.a inform.aQan, 1 believe 
tha1 tNI ~a.1t:Jmht&d inrarmiiiQon is true, aCCYr.ate, and c:amplatu. I itn aware that 0\tite are signifiunt pMaltie.s fQI &ubmlttirlg lal.s& 
il"!formatlmn. inq;tvdinq; tha P'O:&.tatiUty of· flnl!!la 111~ im~:;o11mcm:. 
S~natute ot DWTtt~r, o~rator cr :~~n ~UtftCirihd ttQIUIIntauvt Nama llrld Offitiaf Tide ltvo• or PtinU Date Sial'leCI 

.. 

GA.Vo-1 '""D. M. lmM· dd·vvl ~v~~ 
~'t\..1 & N fZ. . OfF l C.X. (;(_ &-· ";;(j - 'n 



FE8~12 98 16:00 FROM:MDEQ DETROIT OFFICE 313~392~6488 T0:3123534342 
I 

Mr. Gary Berndt 3 January 23, 1997 

6. 

7. 

e) 40 CFR 279.S2(b)(2)(vi), the plllllt muSt include an evacuation pl1111 for 
facility personnel, which includes a description of signal(s) to be used to 
begin evacuation, evacuation mules (primary and al!emato). No such 
informlllion was available at the time of inspection. 

f) 40 CFR 279.52(b)(3Xi-ii), copies of the conting"l'cy plan must be 
maintained at the facility 1111<1 submi!l<:d to local autllorities (police, fire 
and hospital or clinic, at a minimum). : 

Please revise the tllcility contingency plan to include lhaso i+es, and provide a 
corrected copy to this office. It is suggested that Sybill fust prpvide the corrected 
contingency plllll to this office fur review and approval. Once the plan has been 
approved, copies should then be sent to the localauthorif es. 

I 

I R 299.9813(3); 411 CFR 279.57(bXl-3), 11 used oil llfocesj,,,r/re-refiner moat 
report to MDEQIUSE.P A, in the form of a letter, on a bic ialjbasis (by MIII'Ch 1• 
of each even numbered year) thP following illfonnat · nceming used oil 
activities during the previous calendar year. 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

the USE.P A identification 'number, name and ad 
refiner. 

the calendar year covered by the report. I 1 

the prm:estiorlre-

the qlllllltities of used oil ~~CC~:pted for p4g/:e_refming Wid the 
manner in which the used oil is pmcessed/Irefined, including the 
speoific processes employed. 

Please Sllbmit thi5 infOI'Illlltion for 1995 (origin due Marell 1", 1996), 
and provide an · itiooal co~ to rjlis office. Dooumant that thW 
requirement wilt met on time in the ~tlml. 

R. 299.9406(7), a tmaspo shall display only current Is on a vehicle. If a 
Jy required decals !ihall 

two h!IZIII'dous waste 
Please remove these 

vehicle is no longer li under part Ill, all previo 
be removed A formerly licensed roll otf box still 
transporter decals (1992 UIU'e8dable year) affixed 
decals and document this this offiee. tr following areas, which are no ific violations, ~ identified; 

L I. Sybil! is a generator of oil (waste oil that is sliipped otf site for further 
iJ, {l..J ;_~ o t;_;__, recovery and/or otf·spef:· cation waste oil burned f~r-~ recovery'). •. Any 

f - · , '- _ tanks used to store used o must be clearly labeled With' the words 'used oil'. lt 
I ;. " <, ~ ,-~r v. 0\'r was ooclear at the time inspeetion what tanks were being used for waste oil 

storsge (II$ a ;Jr). ease document that this requiremenf is being met. 

2. Sybil! was usi~g luen in the facilit¥ lab to toat v~ous l.•oii/Wflter samples. 
WilSie toluene w to the faf:ility wastew tnlalment system for 
processing. Since ~ybi to be a conditioitall exempt small quantity 
gene111tor, this is "" a !e process, however, the wilSie tollllll1e would he 
considered a FOOS listod us waste (presuming it is I 0% or greator toluene 
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USED OIL L'\iSPECTION FORJ\1 - OIL PROCESSORS A..'iD RE-REFINERS 

bi II Facility's Name _:::J_~.:__.:__ ____________________________________ _ 

ID# Mr:P-. 
1994 PA 

!\ate: Used oil is defined as ~any oil which has been refined from crude oil, or any synthetic oil which has been used and as a result of use, is contaminated with physical chemical impurities/ R 299.9109 
I\" ore: Processing means chemical or physical operations designed to produce from used oil, or to make used oil more amenable for production of fuel oils, lubricams, or other used oil· derived products. Processing includes, but is not limited to, blending used oil with virgin petroleum products, blending used oils to meet fuel specificatior filrration, simple distillation, chemical or physical separation or re-refining (40 CFR § 279.50). 

1\'1- Not Inspected N/A- Not Applicable 

G=N;,:;O=N~l=N;;;IA~== 
USED OIL PROCESSORS AND RE-REFINERS (Rule 813) 

L Does the facility do any of the following which exempts it from these regulations: (Rule 813(2)) 

a) Incidental processing that occurs durin,e: the normal course of transponation? (Rule 813(2)(a)) UOA [ I / NJ NIA 
. 

/NJ 
b) Incidental processin~ that occurs during normal course of used oil management? (Rule 813(2)(b)) UOA [ I NIA 
c) Generators conducting the following operations on-site provided the oil is not sent to a burner: (Ru1e 813{c)) 

i) Filter, clean, recondition used oil for reuse by generator? (Rule 813(c)(i)) UOA [I ..IN! NIA 

ii) Separating used oil from wastewater to make acceptable for dischare:e or reuse? (Rule 8J3(c)(ii)) UOA [ J jNJ NIA 
iii) Mist collectors to remove small droplets of used oil from in-plant air? (Rule 8J3(c)(iii)) UOA [ J .INJ NIA 

iv) Draining/removing used oil from material? (Rule'813(c)(iv)) UOA r J I ,NI NIA 

v) Filtering, separating, reconditioning used oil before burning in a space hearer? (Rule 813(c)(v)) UOA [ J :;NJ NIA 

2. Does the used oil processor or re-refiner have an EPA identification number? (279.51) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.5IDPA 0 NJ NIA 

3. Did the used oil processor or re-refiner have the follpwin,:!:: (279.52(a)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CPR 279.52) UOA [ J NJ N/A 
~ 

r..( a) Maintain/operate facility to minimize fire, explosions, releases? (279.52(a)(l)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.52) UOA NJ NIA 
b) EQuipped with the following unless none of the hazards posed could require it. (279.52(a)(2)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.52) 

i) 
a.;......,..._ ~>le"-'. loCN ~ aj"''"' -f..,. _bodef Internal communication or al~rhrsvstem? (279.52(a) )(i)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.52) UOA v( NJ NIA 

ii) Telephone/radio capable of summoning emergency assistance from local police/fire? (279.52(a)(2)(ii)) (Rule 813(3)) M' refers to 40 CFR 279.52) {Jorh:t~f.t... fh.O V1..U=;. .r.~ UOA NJ NIA 
.. -I' ·,...t;,.;<t...._[ !_<>c~h•~• "'-"+- ·1~ :L .......... ';;i;f''~-'4 ~- ~"'.,.."'-' ... 1i1) F1re exnngUishers, fire control equipmem.$flt :ontr eqmp~ent nd d~~m -"j_l~n eqmpmend (2 9.52(a)(2(m)) (Rule 813(3jj reFers to 40 CFR279.52)~""'ht- "..;.i; ~iav.. -to •· -."~ A UOA ~/ NJ NIA w•f<-r ~·,,··~·~(.Lt-. ~';1 ~ p.,,,c,..,_ ·~ (~M) iv) Adequate water supply? (2 9.52(a)(2)(iv)) (Rule 13(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.52) UOA [ J NJ NIA 

c) 
-~~-.~;.u- '" <>ffiu...-~ ·,,z'~"' '"'/iif!(, "!!. e,.,,~ .... ~ ie!k#./., Test and aintain fire, spill and decontamination eo'uiornent? (279.5 (a)(3)) (Rule 13(3)) refers to 40 CPR 279.52f UOA [ J NJ NIA 

d) Whenever used oil is being handled do all persons have immediate access to internal alarm or emergency communication J device (directly or indirectly)? (279.52(a)(4)(i)) (Rule 813(3)) refers 10 40 CFR 279.52) llr~\.ui -1"1> Gu-YLI UOA NJ NIA 
ct J~' I ~':i.t,-u.- _,... ~a .. ,~ ~ . ~ 

Nlr;;;;J 
e) One mplo ee on-site ts re i ediate access to a device, such as a telephone/radio capable of summoning e~~~ ~ assistance from local police/fire? (279.52(a)(4)(ii)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.52) i"\(MtY"" ovt~ --~~~ ~A [ J 
f) Aisle space maintained to allow for unobstructed movement? (279.52(a)(5)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CPR 279.52) UOA ~ NJ NIA 
g) Arrangements made with local fire, police, and emergency response deparnnents? (279.52(a)(6)@ (Rule 813(3)) refers to 

~ 40 CFR 279.52) 
UOA NJ NIA 

h) If State or local authorities decline to enter into arrangements was the refusal documented? (279.52(a)(6)(ii)) (Rule 813(3)) 

Nlc;;;:J 
refers to 40 CPR 279 .52) 

UOA [ J S Pc. C.. -I- ~ W<l.tl e-A. Cuv< /'"'-VV 
i) Have a contingency plan designed to minimiz~rctf to human health and the environmem from fires, explosions or releases which: (279.52(b)(1)@ (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CPR 279.52) 

i) Action personnel take in response to fire, explosion, releases? (279.52{b)(2)(i)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.52) ri' NJ NIA 

I 

I 



.LseJ Od lnspecuon Form- Oil Processor and Re-refiner 

I YES NO NI N/A l. 
II li) Describe arrangements agreed to by local fire. police, emergency response? (279.52(b)(2)(iii)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to rl 4D CFR 279.52) 

UOA N1 N/A 

iii) Names, addresses and phone numbers (office and home) of emergency coordinator(s)? (279 .52(b)(2)(iv)) (Rule 813(3)) 

~ refers to 40 CFR 279.52) 
UOA N1 N/A 

iv) List, des~~trfa~~a~;iifrie! ~~~en~:: equip;Jent for fire, spills, commurticarions, decontamination? 
/ NI 

(279.52(b)(2)(v)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 4D CFR 279.52) UOA r J N/A 

V) Evacuation signal, evacuation & alternative evacuation routes? (279.52(b)(2)(vi)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CPR 0_ NI N/A 279.52) 

4. Was the plan carried out immediately whenever there is a fire, explosion or release which could threaten human health and the r( environment? (279.52(b)(l)(ii)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CPR 279.52) UOA N1 N/A 

5. Were copies of the plan and revisions kept at the facility? (279.52(b)(3)(i)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 4D CFR 279.52) UOA ~ N1 N/A 

6. Wiie lop1es of the pan submi to all Iocaf poli~e.We: hm;;;;l;:'~e ~n':flbca! ~"!!e ~ms'?~ ~ r/ (279.52(b)(3)(ii)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 4D CFR 279.52) . ?f'CC.. fA<'!> • a, .M · • NI N/A 

7. Was Ehe plan amended when any of the following changed: regulation, failed in an emergency, facility operation, emergency t coordinator, emergency equipment? (279.52(b)(4)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CPR 279.52) ;,p cc. _'-{,l 7 UOA NI N/A 

8. Is there always an emergency coordinator on the premise or on call? (279.52(b)(5)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.52) UOA t£_ N1 N/A 

9. Is the emergency coordinator(s) throughly familiar with all aspects of the contingency plan, operations and location of used oil? i (279.52(b)(5)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 4D CFR279.52) UOA NI NIA 
10. Does the emergency coordinator(s) have the authority to carry out the plan aOO commit resources? (279.52(b)(5)) (Rule 813(3)) 

' refers to 40 CFR 279.52) 
UOA NI NIA 

11. If there was an imminent or actual emergency were emergency procedures initiated? (279.52(b)(6)) '{Rule 813(3)) refers to 4D J CFR279.52)"' .f<..vv ~ "-"" ,v<U..u- .hrc.. ·~,..)_ pltw..f.- <N~<rvv UOA N1 N/A 

12- Were summary reports and details of all incidents that required ;mp1ementation oftbe contingency plan available and ~d at th/ity until closure? (279.52(a)(2)(ii)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 4D CFR 279.52) fo.w_.--.,... JlL, f.,..._, 12~1A.v "* -h. 
13- Were containers and aboveground tanks used to store used oil at a transfer facility: (279.54(b)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CPR 279.54) 

a) In good condition? (279.54(b)(l)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 4D CFR 279.54)1"'\l.,..y' rv-•t ol.s.t~ UOA w{ NI N/A 

b) Not leaking (no visible leaks)? (279.54(b)(2)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 4D CFR 279.54!( ~I Z. IL.~o/z-7k [ J .L NI NIA 
14. Are containers, used to store used oil at a transfer facility, in a secondarv containment system which has: (279.54{_c)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CPR 279.54) 

a) 
?w-.v-c-1...-i-n ~~~~ ... Dikes, berms or retairtino walls? (279.54(c)(I)(i)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54)_~ .... o;k..-f~ UOA [ J .; NI N/A 

b) &,0.;csi~fc~>i.o""' u.-..-.<Ae.vu;.._.. Floor with in the entire dikedlbenned area? (279.54(c)(l)(ii)) le 8 (3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54) UOA r-1 N! NIA 
c) Walls and floor sufficientlv impervious to used oil? (279.54(c)(2)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CPR 279.54)d.e...~ UOA [ J - NI N/A 

OR 

d I? 

.LNI d) An equivale~[;"~ndary containment system? (279.54(c)(1)(iii)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 4D CFR 279.54) UOA [ J N/A 

15. Are aboveground tanks, used to store used oil at a transfer facility, in a secondary containment system which has: (279 .54(d) & (e) (Rule 813(3) refers to 4D CFR 279.54) 

a) - . . . . -""-"""""' "" ,c.f<>.•~•~ w«ll•):q.'.~v Dikes, benns or retamm~ walls? (279.54(d)(l)(l) & {279.54(e)(l)(t)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 C 279.54) , .. ~ A [ J ./NI N/A 

b) 
c:le.+e • .-,o....-...fe..J.. ~ sL-Wv-.~ ~, .• .J. ~~no Floor w/ in the entire dikedlbenned area? (279.54(d)(l)(ii) & (279.54(e)(l)(ii)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54) UOA r.f NI NIA 

C) / ~!~1e.<' 
[ J N/A 

Walls & floor sufficiently impervious to used oil? (279.54(d)(2) & 279.54(e)(2)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54) UOA ... NI 

OR 

d) 
:-(~; II a.vvL ''2- <U"C.<teu<..l<.,. w"""L...;l. ~.vJ<_; Equivalent secondary containment system? (279.54(d)(1)(iii) & 27 .54(e)(1)(iii)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CPR 279.54) UOA r J NI N!A 

16. Are containers and above ground tanks usedJ~ store used ~aJ;_jansfer facility labeled/marked "Used Oil"? (279.54(f)(l)) IRnle Rnn\ "'' ' 40 rPR '70 ,4\ . 1-.. o".<.- I C\. r pn_.., u /NI N/A 



L·s:::_"\i Oil l~spection Form- Od Processor and Re-reflner 

I YES NO Nl NIA 
1117. Are fill pipes rhat transfer used oil into underground storage tanks at transfer facilities labeled/marked "Used Oil"? 

.} Nr~'! 
(279.54(0(2) (Rule 8!3(3) refm to 4D CFR 279.54) 

L:QA [ J 
~ 

18. Upon detection of a release did the facility: 

a) Stop the release? (279.54(g)(l)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54) .,-.,..... 12 Sl>fpL.i It~ ""'"' :z.J-h. UOA [ J / Nl N!A 
b) 

.p,.w<A +t> tt?i .,r· ~ of 1'>" +iff'':;6 f<-,-. Contain the released used oil? 279.54(g)(2)) (Rule 813(3) refers to CFR 279.54) UOA ~ Nl NIA 
c) Clean-up and manage the released used oil and other material? (279.54(g)(3)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54) UOA " NI N!A 

' 

d) If necessary to prevent future releases, repair/replace any leaking used oil containers or tanks? (279.54(g)(4)) (Rule 813(3) 

M" 
refers to 40 CFR 279.54) wtJrlf- 0 -r-J..e,.r ..f.trr "( ...,.,..J- tz_ p rt:..._;;.W .,._, '\- ...:.,,~,.....,. ...j S~G ..-~oA NI N/A o,l~ 1"1~~ t:iun~\ 'f•~·\~~~ ~~. OVl • · r,~d;;~/i'~ .;..~..<. rt.:J::.':-'1~ 

19. When a vegr un tank wa clo ed did the aci iry r move/decontaminate useci'o1 residu in tanks, contaum~ent, sots, , l ~\~tructures, equipment and manage correctly? (279.54(h)(l)(i)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279 .54) a.-J- y-t..,...,~ht ti...J... UOA 

'Co k~ boo I (i;i{j>(U 
~ NI A 

20. \Vhen an aboveground tank is closed if not all contaminated soils could be removed/decontaminated, was the tank closed and in ~~ 1 u..J .fi.v' ~ post-closure as per the landfill requirements? (279.54(h)(1)(ii)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CPR 279.54) UOA u NI N/AII-1-12-
21. At closure were all containers of used oils or residues removed for the site? (279.54(h)(2)(i)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 

Nlr;;:) 
279.54) .(...~ ,w-r c.i<>>-<..(_ 

UOA [ J 
22. At closure were used oil residues, system components, containment soils, equipment at container storage area(s) removed or 

J 
decontaminated? (279.54(h)(2)Gi)) (Rule 8!3(3) refers tn 40 CFR 279.54) UOA NI N!A 

23. Did the used oil processor/re-refiner develop and follow a written analytical p!an which includes the: (279.55) (Rule 813(3) refers tn 4D CFR 279.55) 
a) Rebuttable presumption for used oil: (279.55(a)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CPR 279.55) UOA [ J NI N/A 

i) Sample analysis or knowledge of halogen content of used oil will be used to make detennination? UOA [ J NI N!A 
ii) Sample analysis method used for obtaining representative sample, approved or equivalent sampling method and freq_uency of sampling? 

UOA [ J NI NIA 
b) 5.fl.i11 c~<><~s .,.., """'~ Off·soecification used oil fuel: (279.55(b)) (Rule 813(3) refers tn 40 CFR 279.55) ''""' "'. <Md t; .t. UOA [ J NI rNfAl 

i) Sample analvsis or other information used to make detennination? '-'~"'' ~ 
UOA [ J NJ ~) 

""" ii) Sample analysis used the method for obtaining representative sample, approved or equivalent sampling method and 

NI~ 
frequency of sampling? 

UOA [ J 
24. Were records and results of any analysis available and maintained at the faciliry uny

1

closure? (279.57(a)(2)(i)) (Rule 813(3) 

[~ ..L Nl 

refersto4DCFR279.56) A.,},"'-'~ .J¥ ""'-"1'1~ l'l9"/.;. Ja- kk,.., vwt "* r . "'"' UOA N/A 
25. Did the used oil pro'f.:'sor/re-refin~ keep a record of each used oil shipment accepted? (279.56@)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 4{;1 CFR 279.56)~ 'S...,..,w _.; i~" ..Y ~s(<! £, G>.iJh~r nw>~L~ l._., .j),... ~;_.uoA [ J NJ NIA 
26. Did the records of accepted used oil contain the followine:(279.56(a)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CPR 279.56) 

a) ~~ +-: -IY.t.""'f:i;l<-<- v»J- ·~~ "" """'::~!~--Name and address of rrarupone who delivered the used oil? (27 .56(a)(l)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.56) UOA [ J _,/ NI N!A 
b) Name and address of generator or processor/re-refiner who sent the used oil? (279.56(a)(2)) (Rule 813(3)·refers to 40 CPR [j 279.56) 

UOA NJ NIA 
c) EPA identification number oftrarugQrter who delivered the used oil? (279.56(a)(3)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CPR 279.56) ~ NI N!A 
d) If applicable, the EPA identification number of the generator or processor Ire-refiner who sent the used oil? (279.56(a)(4)) 

~ 
(Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CPR 279 .56) 

UOA NI N!A 
e) The quantirv of used oil accepted? (279.56(a)(5)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.56) ./ UOA [./ NJ N/A . 

_// [,/ f) The date nf acceptance? (279.56(a)(6)) (Rule 8Il(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.56) UOA NJ N!A 
27. Did the records of used oil shipped to a used oil burner, processor/re-refiner, or disposal facility contain the following:(279.56(b)) (Rule 8IJ(3) refers to 4D CFR 279.56) .. 

a) Name and address of traruponer who delivered the used oil [~~e burner. processor/re-refiner, or disposal facility? (279.56(b)(!)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 4D CFR 279.56) 'Wl~i >I' cl<.e>.,. t , ·' · 1va-n< o.n-J.vs ~A [ J / NI N!A 
' b) Name and address of burner, processor/re-refiner, or dispos:l facility who received the used oil? (279.56(b)(2)) (Rule I 813(3)refersto4DCFR279.56) .bill'>_t>·f jou;l,;"'l cl.' ••.-s "'-" .. e-Y\4;1.<.- ak ;:,,.;LK"': LiOA r J NI N!A 

Q ;..t-S ,.><J. .fO-r 8w-u.ris 0;/ ~V"t.c- o(..o -,y,~ ..J...i..vis: ',"'f.,.- tlo-'\A.+i t}""" 



I YES NO NI NIA 1. 
II 

c) EPA identification number of transporter who delivered ~o U!e used oil burner, processor/re-refiner, or disposal facility? I 
(279.56(b)(3)) (Rule 8!3(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.56) '{e ~ o~ Mu,.l-k~t- • ""' .s~x- UOA r 1 Nl N/A I 

d) EPA identification number of the burner, processor/re-r~finer,S.~.disposa! facility who received the used oil? (279.56(b)(4)) 
(Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.56) ~;<. OV> MtVli.f.t, UOA r 1 Nl NIA 

e) The quantity of used oil shipped? (279.56(b)(5)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.56) "fer; o., """"''.Wsl- UOA r 1 NI NIA 

0 The date of shipment? (279.56(b)(6)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CPR 279.56) y,, on .v'l-itl,.....;.k;:..}-_ UOA r J Nl NIA 

28. Were the records kept for at least 3 years? (279.56(c)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.56) UOA r J Nl NIA 

29. Did the used oil proy..,sso,re-refiner report to the Dire~r by ~~~~~f ea~umbered year the following: (279.57(b)) 279.571 :,.U... { '2.-<> 2-<:>00 I~ f<> IMM- J1J2 o~ lAS· IS"A ~Gz~,;,~ S" 
(Rule 813(3) refers lO 40 CFR 

" 
j 

a) The EPA identification number, name and address of the processor/re·refiner'? (279.57(b)(I)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 
CFR 279.57) 

UOA NI NIA 
b) Calendar year covered by the reoon'? (279.57(b)(2)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.57) UOA J NJ NIA 
c) Quamiry of used oil accepted, manner and specific process employed to process/re.refine. (279.57(b)(3)) (Rule 8!3(3)) [/ refers to 40 CFR 279.57) 

UOA Nl N/A 
30. Did the rransponer who rransponed the used oil off-site from 'the processor/re-refiner have an EPA identification nwnber? 

r.£ 
(279.58) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.58) 

UOA NI NIA 
3!. Did the processor ensure the used oil isn't hazardous waste by tes~ knowlel of halogen content in light of materials or processes used? (Rule 8!3(4)) $-<L w{).s.k. n ,.,, . ..< \<. f\ 0....:. f(! c""d.. 'rlYv!:e-._..j UOA r J Nl NIA 

v 

if 32. Were records of analysis or information used to comply with 1(71 kept for no less than 3 years'? (Rule 813(4)) UOA Nl NIA 
33. Did the used oil processor or re-refiner store used oil in a unit other than a container or tank? (Rule 813(5)) UOA u /NI NIA 
34. Was any residue from the storage, processing or re-refining managed correctly? (Rule 813(6)) UOA -;]_ NI NIA 

USED OIL DISPOSAL (Rule 816) 

35. Was used oil that cannot be recycled and is being disposed of aod is not a hazardous waste managed in accordance with r/ applicable federal and state regulations? (Rule 816(2)) 
Nl N!A 

36. Was rhe used oil used as a dust suppressant? (Rule 816(3)) -.! Nl NIA 

·C$e t Y<t/'i'i 
lll;\)]l)ha0 ....,w/~ s~ o.f:f·~ CA.~ 01..0L 1M 112-f/n p/l'f/1' 

_ t:r~ ~ ~ ~- pnAt.e A-v Vthsk ~·""11~ 
Q; rtf, 17, "i 1 n f7J I ::a Vt.C '4 RC;tt6l e>§An o /,e,p M , '\k... 

Commems: 

..........k' ~ ,;. {>'l-f>fkcrr•1)-h MIN'L 
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to Syk>il\. f-k.. ,..._...) ~Jl<><NS 5.-/LS Gnvi-ron _ " Qtl-/qC.. '".J~ '(';:"?'j -'tr<c.Lv<-.i '3/'z.'il(~- 0,.. f'"2f'~-3, -1--k. p-x.~ ~, fci3 sku ..u.t- e,.~~· 
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USED OIL INSPECTION FORM - OIL PROCESSORS ANDRE-REFINERS 

Facility's Name _c_-_,__b_i_l_{ _____________________________________ _ Pan 8 Rul 

ID# M ;r:::,Q_ 000 02-2 tfDD 1994 PA 4: 
'99 - EA.B) 

:"ote: Used oil is defined as "any oil which has been refined from crude oil, or any synthetic oil which has been used and as a result of use, is contaminated with physical o chemical impurities," R 299.9109 
}."ore: Processing means chemical or physical operations designed to produce from used oil, or to make used oil more amenable for production of fuel oils, lubricants, or other used oil- derived products. Processing includes, but is not limited ro, blending used oil with virgin petroleum products, blending used oils to meet fuel specifications filrrarion, simple distillation, chemical or physical separation or re-refining (40 CPR§ 279.50) . 

.t\1 -Not Inspected Nl A- Not Applicable 

II YES NO NI N/A II 
USED OIL PROCESSORS ANDRE-REFINERS (Rule 813) 

I. Does the facility do any of the following which exempts it from these re!!U.lations: (Rule 813(2)) 

a) Incidental processing__ that occurs during the normal course oftram:portation? (Rule 813(2)(a)) UOA [ 1 ./ NI NIA 
b) Incidental processincr that occurs during normal course of used oil manae:ement? (Rule 813(2)(b)) UOA [ J /NI NIA 
c) Generators conducting the following operations on-site provided the oil is not sent to a burner: (Rule 813(c)) 

i) Filter, clean, recondition used oil for reuse by generator? (Rule 813(c)(i)) UOA [ J / Nl NIA 
ii) Separatino- used oil from wastewater to make acceptable for discharo-e or reuse? (Rule 813(c)(ii)) UOA [ J jNI NIA 
iii) Mist collectors to remove small droplets of used oil from in_:glant air? (Rule 813(c)(iii)) UOA [ J /NI NIA 
iv) Drainine:/removing used oil from material? (Rule 813(c)(iv)) 

UOA [ J I ;NI NIA 
v) Filtering, separating, reconditioning used oil before burning in a space heater? (Rule 813(c)(v)) UOA [ J ~ Nl NIA 

2. Does the used oil processor or re-refiner have an EPA identification number? (279 .51) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 4{) CFR 279.5ttlpA y( Nl NIA 
3. Did the used oil processor or re-refiner have the followinl!: (279.52(a)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CPR 279.52) UOA [ J NI NIA S<<- t.<-...u..,r--

r.l 
a) Maintain!op~rate faci!_9• to minimize fire, explosioru;, releases? (279.52(a)(I)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.52) UOA NI NIA 
b) Eouiooed with the followin,g unless none of the hazards posed could require it. (279.52(a)(2)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.52) 

i) 
iCt..<j~ ,)..(c..v-vv-. !1;!!.-le.-....,. iao.<V t;,w..(.e.v- .:.1.1£~V"J"lo1 frrr ~~;Uf Internal communication or alarm svstem? (279.52(a)( )(i)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CPR 279.52) UOA v{ NI NIA 

ii) Telephone/radio capable of sf~oning emerg~n:Y. ass~st.ance from locaJ police/fire? (279 .52{a)(2)(ii)) (Rule 813(3)) d refersto40CFR279.52) · orht;.;l..l ...... p~·l.l_.._, .. %-~ UOA NI N!A - ,.--~~·v;d.--•.• ".J ~.Qt.d-i ~A-"-"'\,(~+-- ·~~Y'Ifl'.,......~;.a~ ... e-...e-rl'fnh\.C"'f _$~-Y""· e':Jl ""~~ iii) Fire extinguishers, fire control equipmenr:_;~In contr l equipmentl'-nd decontam nation equipmend (2 9.52(a)(2(iii)) 

rt/ 
(Rule 813(3)) refers ro 40 CFR 279.52)';,;.(\e-·." ,.;.i; ft,. "" .to. hh. a:,.,/-..;;,...,/sh..o4 UOA Nl NIA """+<.r -h>.,....- '" ·,~" ~,...,.:,u · ;;.m""'-'1 ~ f"'~ibu; cr.'""'"', I G!tlrl) iv) Adeouate water s_l:lpplyJ (2 9.52(a)(2)(iv)) (Rule 13(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.52) UOA [ J Nl NIA 

c) 
4<-h~o.i>Sk-<' '". <>~+;c.v "'"''P · _3>/"1'1. '"'.'::W.J., ":!1 €;.oh~...:b'-<.-, i-tJk.tft'"'~~u Test and · amtam fire, spill and decontammatmn eqUipment? (279.5 (a)(3)) (Rule 13(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.5 UOA [ J NI NIA 

d) Whenever used oil is being handled do all persons have immediate access to internal alarm or emergency communication J device (directly or indirectly)? (279.52(a)(4)(i)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CPR 279.52) ti.c.'-!.Yl'"'lL<'v~ +o G~::vl UOA NI NIA 
e) C[ J"""~' i ~<~...,.._Jm«v -r loo11v" <ry-<~ . ~ 

N!_r;;;] 
One mplo ee on-sit IS re i ediate access to a device, such as a telephone/radio capable of summoning emergency. et.• assistance from local police/fire? (279.52(a)(4)(ii)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CPR 279.52) M-·vtv"' GVI~ 1.\?..t-~vpt~{jjA [ J 

f) Aisle space maintained to allow for unobstructed movement? (279.52(a)(5)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CPR 279.52) UOA FJ( Nl NIA 
g) Arrangements made with local fire, police, and emergency resporue depanments? (279.52(a)(6)0)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to t! 40 CFR 279.52) 

UOA NI N!A 
h) If State or local authorities decline to enter into arrangements was the refusal documented? (279 .52(a)(6)(ii)) (Rule 813(3)) 

NIW 

refers to 40 CFR 279.52) 
UOA [ J 

i) 
SPc.c 'l- evo.w.dwvc CA,-vc-+i~"'1 1-''"-""1 · Have a contingency plan designed to minimize azards to human health and the environment from fires, explosioru or releases which: (279 .52(b )(l)(i)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.52) 

/ i) Action personnel take in re~_poru;e to fire, exQ]osion, releases? (279.52(b)(2)(i)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.52) {/] NI N/A 



l sed Oil Inspection Form - Oil Processor and Re-refiner 

I YES NO NI NIA I 
II 

ii) Describe arrangements agreed to by local fire. police, emergency response? (279.52(b)(2)(iii)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 

f..{ 
40 CFR 279.52) 

UOA NI N!A 
iii) Names, addresses and phone numbers (office and home) of emergency coordinator(s)? (279 .52(b)(2)(iv)) (Rule 813(3)) r-( refers to 40 CFR 279.52) 

UOA NI N/A (.~U-1y' ht.:..V'\. [~ ( DLetJ...,' ~ (1"\.C>J~ . 

/ NI 

iv) List, describe, location, capabilities of all emergency equi:P;Jent for fire, spills, communications, decontamination? (279.52(b)(2)(v)) (Rule 813(3)) cefers to 40 CFR 279.52) 
UOA r J N!A 

v) Evacuation signal, evacuation & alternative evacuation routes? (279.52(b)(2)(vi)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CFR 0 - NI NIA 279.52) 

4. Was the plan carried our immediately whenever there is a fire, explosion or release which could threaten human health and the l environment? (279.52(b)(1)(ii)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279 .52) 
UOA NI NIA 

5. Were copies of rhe plan and revisions kept at the facility? (279.52(b)(3)(i)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.52) UOA r0 NI N!A 
6. ~~"~th~r,~ii,blto all ~ti>5I!k~~ h~itals, State"an~l ~ergencyr~¥~1.'"3.:~ r/ (279.52(b)(3)(ii)) (Rule 8!3(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.52) ?I'CC. ,.,~,.,, ~~--<-- _-<J-' · .. • NI N!A 
7. Was rhe plan amended when any of the following changed: regulation, failed in an emergency, facility operation, emergency !!{ coordinator, emergency equipment? (279.52(b)(4)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.52) <:>Pee.- '-!~<':? UOA NI NIA 
8. Is there always an emergency coordinator on the premise or on call? (279.52(b)(5)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.52) UOA ~ NI N/A 
9. Is rhe emergency coordinator(s) throughly familiar with all aspects of the contingency plan, operations and location of used oil? J (279.52(b)(5)) (Rule 8!3(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.52) 

UOA NI NIA 
10. Does the emergency coordinator(s) have rhe authority to carry our the plan and commit resources? (279.52(b)(5)) (Rule 8!3(3)) 

' 
refers to 40 CFR 279.52) 

UOA 1'H NIA 
II. If rhere was an imminent or actual emergency were emergency procedures initiated? (279.52(b)(6)) ·{Rule 8!3(3)) refers to 40 J CFR 279.52) 01 .f<,_..; '-H-'-""' <'-"\<, ,,~_, .f.Y-<.. -~~ ,DifJ--''1- eN .:...uu--tftvv-- UOA NI NIA 
12. Were summary reports and details of all incidents that required implementation of rhe _contingency plan available ang ma_in~in_;d at th/ity until closure? (279.52(a)(2)(ii)) (Rule 813(3)) refers to 40 CFR 279.52) /"-i-!0r"""' '"~t.t,. f,.:.U a~c&{A.v at # C/.e;_c; 
!3. Were containers and abovei!round tanks used to store used oil at a transfer facility: (279.54(b)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54) 

a) In crood condltion? (279.54(b)(l)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54) Mf~ ~~t- ~~)t;"'~ UOA .,{ NI NIA 
b) Not leaking (no visible leaks)? (279.54(b)(2)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54~~ I L l~.c-it<'wy "¥z-_7/~'1J[jj, [ l _L NI N/A 

14. Are containers, used to store used oil at a transfer facilitv, in a secondary containment system which has: (279.54(~)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54) 
a) ?f-.t_;>.,~k\-."l ~thi::.G_'~·~<:~.·IA"" Dikes, berms or retaining walls? (279.54(c)(1)(i)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54) io-tt ')-kL.,... fl~t-J. lr -I" UOA r J v' NI NIA 
b) · c.A·e...,·~.,t c.~kt.. :;~,...;;.....,, ~t:,;...(e~~tG> ....... Floor with in rhe entire diked/bermed area? (279.54(c)(l)(ii)) fitule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54) UOA r../ NI NIA 

d<.-li:ff c) Walls and floor sufficiently impervious to used oil? (279.54(c)(2)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54) l'OA [ l - NI NIA 
OR 

d) 
L·•·""'s-!f---:~l.Z.,.__f_~cd~!.L W'l (i·.{ ("""'''" S, .A..n equivalent secondary containment system? (279.54(c)(1)(iii)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54) UOA [ l LNI NIA 

!5. Are aboveground tanks, used to store used oil at a transfer facility, in a secondary containment system which has: (279.54(d) & (e) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54) 

a) <o..-e~>...:,..,. •!) wLf-0..•"'-~.....,--? .vaif r;. ~Y ~-Dikes, benns or retaining walls? (279.54(d)(l)(i) & (279.54(e)(l)(i)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54)a.~j'"' .. "if~ ';JJOA r J /NI N/A dc+e~-r~.,-,"-h:J,_ CfJ"V\'-'•'--k..- ;;~ ...... ~ c.i..~u""'"i ~~.n r..f 
b) Floor w/ in rhe entire diked/bermed area? (279.54(d)(1)(ii) & (279.54(e)(l)(ii)} (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CPR 279.54) UOA NI N/A 
c) . . _f.'e-l-'<" 

r J NI 
Walls & floor sufficiently impervious to used oil? (279.54(d)(2) & 279.54(e)(2)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54) UOA - NIA 

OR 

d) 
-f'ctV~-k'i:. I! ~ i1- 0..V'(..<{S.)U:~l..{... arv.:.t{.;>_,J_. ~vJ<.,;. Equivalent secondary containment system? (279.54{d)(1)(iii) & 27 .54(e)(l)(iii)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54) UOA [ l NI NIA 

16. Are comainers and above ground tanks usedj~ store used 9il a~;_;tansfer facility labeled/marked "Used Oil"? (279.54(f)(I)) 

L~'l 
m, '""' ,,, ' 0 40 rPR 070 '4\ 1\J '"''"" I"' l.oe I -

PQ' u NIA 

2 



li sed Oil Inspection Form - Oil Processor and Re-refiner 

I YES NO NI N!A l 
1 . 17. Are fill pipes that transfer used all into underground storage tanks at transfer facilities labeled/marked "Used Oil"? 

./ Nlr~0 
(279.54(1)(2) (Rule 813(3) refecs to 40 CFR 279.54) 

COA [ 1 
I 18. Upon detection of a release did the facility: 

a) Stop tbe release? (279.54(g)(l)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54) 1'o""- \I. S"ff..LJ. 1 ed.."') vii,-, z4-h. UOA [ 1 / NI NIA 
b) 

-fi·!o..vul-+v XtJ?t ,1iv-t (e~4'" t>( I)" ~ff~~ lto::-.,;pr Contain the released used oil? 279.54(g)(2)) (Rule 813(3) refers to CFR 279.54) UOA ~ Nl NIA 
c) Clean-up and manage the released used oil and other material? (279.54(g)(3)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CPR 279.54) UOA rvf Nl NIA 
d) If necessary to prevent future releases, repair/replace any leaking used oil containers or tanks? (279.54(g)(4)) (Rule 813(3) 

v{ 
refers to 40 CPR 279.54) ..,-.J''iJ~t crk'i' w 1 ~-~z. _p_rtu~ --tv 1.~ t0 ... tL<i.:>').L~t ~ s"".:-ali'"'-t4t'.-tloA NI NIA o\.L f'l£1~ Yri. =- "f"'"(e'/';.JY.:!'Ii\,~1'' ~~< """' - ; r·rl.<~ior 'f., \,.e. n-f'_\,ck,,~ 

19. %en vegr un tank wa clo ed did the aci ity rdmove/decontaminate usedlo residu in tanks, contamrr~ent ... soi1s, _1 \ ~ \~trucrures. equipment and manage correctly? (279.54(h)(l)(i)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CPR 279.54) t:-z.....J- t £. L"\S,fm itJ.. UOA 

~ /31?:-4 
.J Nr(ii!A) 20. When an aboveground tank is closed if not all contaminated soils could be removed/decontaminated, was the tank closed and in 
~~~f tc"hb:t·~~~ U'fu4!J-&..---~ post-closure as per the landfill requirements? (279.54(h)(l)(ii)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.54) UOA [ 1 ,I Nl N/AIIo/1?... 21. At closure were all containers of used oils or residues removed for the site? (279.54(h)(2)(i)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CPR 

Nl ~:) 
279.54) .(-.< J_~ 1"-<:>f" c """"..(_ 

UOA [ 1 
22. At closure were used oil residues, system components, containment soils, equipment at container storage area(s) removed or 

rJ 
decontaminated? (279.54(h)(2)(ii)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CPR 279 .54) 

UOA NI NIA 23. Did the used oil -processor/re-refiner develop and follow a written analytical plan which includes the: (279.55) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.55) 
a) Rebuttable presumption for used oil: (279.55(a)) (Rule 813{3) refers to 40 CPR 279.55) UOA [ 1 Nl NIA 

i) Sample analysis or knowledge of halogen content of used oil will be used to make determination? UOA [ 1 NI NIA 
ii) Sample analysis method used for obtaining representative sample, approved or equivalent sampling method and frequency of sampling? 

UOA [ 1 NI NIA 
b) .S-tle.'ill e-0-·:V..~ ~ ~~ Off-specification used oil fuel: (279.55(b)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.55) 0 niAA '""- ~a.ed H~~h •~ UOA [ 1 NI (N!AJ 

Sample analysis or other information used to make detennination? "'"""" .n h.'.J!. ):::-") 
i) 

UOA [ 1 Nl I.NiA 
'-=--· ii) Sample analysis used the method for obtaining representative sample, approved or equivalent sampling method and 

NI tNfAJ 
frequency of sampling? 

UOA u 24. Were records and results of any analysis available and maintained at the facility until closure? (279.57(a)(2)(i)) (Rule 813{3) r£ _L NI 

refers to 40 CFR 279.56) A~><> 4-<« Ma.-4/Su""--' t<t '1'1 <1- Jc JR-io 2-'0D<O '""t n;;1- ku£ii:l; UOA NIA 
25. Did the used oil proc.essor/re-refiner keep a record of each used oil shipment accepted? (279.56(a)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CPR 279.56) ~~ ""'St!'.~l.J;._.. ~{.~ii~ ·• + AA_$.1( S ~Vl ~t,f-.~ f,.-a....-.,S.ac;t'-'v. ~"-\ -A..-- D'-t....X..S;____.uoA u NI NIA 
26. Did the records of accepted used oil contain the followinc:(279.56(a)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.56) 

a) M.J.-«» +<w: *"'""' !""'~ vto+· ~~~ rv-... r~ rv!:f!<:r !\arne and address of rransporte who delivered the used oil? (27 .56(a)(l)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.56) UOA [ 1 /NI NIA 
b) Name and address of generator or processor/re-refiner who sent the used oil? (279.56(a)(2)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR ri 279.56) 

UOA Nl NIA 
c) EPA identification number oftrans.r.qrter who delivered the used oil? (279.56(a)(3)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CPR 279.56) .! Nl NIA 
d) If applicable, the EPA identification number of the generator or processor Ire-refiner who sent the used oil? (279.56(a)(4)) iA" (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.56) 

UOA Nl NIA 
e) The quantity of used oil accepted? (279.56(a)(5)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.56) " UOA r/ NI NIA 
f) The date of acceptance? (279.56(a)(6)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CPR 279.56) 

/. 

" UOA [v( NI NIA 
27. Did the records of used oil shipped to a used oil burner, processor/re-refiner, or disposal facility contain the following:(279.56(b)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CPR 279.56) 

a) Name and address ofrransponer who delivered the used oil to the burner, processor/re-refiner, or disposal facility? 

[ 1 ./ 

(279.56(b)(1)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.56) :rL-'141 i -k:.>f' ck.?.:.. V1.{. t 1 wJ~ .. ..< ••. ,.J .. ...: ... ---fvr::t M &.·-~/+f.,4\ a.t4l~A Nl NIA 
' b) Name and address of burner, processor~re-refiner: or ~ispost facility who receiv~d the used oil? (279.56(b)_(2)) \~pie 813!3) refers to 40 CFR 279.56) \.;111'> .1 !orcl.-•""1 <,L :.nARc:> ''-'~ <Yv< .{; iL,. cc~ -<;,1;;ic.t;;11 UOA r 1 / Nr NIA "~ - -



Used OJ! Inspection Form+ Oil Processor andRe-refiner 

I YES NO Nl NIA I 
I 

c) EPA identification number of transporter who delivered ~o the used oil burner, processor/re+refiner, or disposal facility? (279.56(b)(3)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.56) \feS: e·,... Mnlr\-1.£(..;:.,-t-": _ t;,..., .s~.-r-' UOA r J Nl N!A 
' '' d) EPA identification number of the burner, processor/re-r~finer, or disposal facility who received the used oil? (279.56(b)(4)) {Rule 813(3) cefcrs ro 40 CFR 279.56) '-if<. o" lvta.hi-ksl- UOA r J Nl NIA 

c) The_g_~:~antity of used oil shipped? (279.56(b)(5)) (Rule 813(3) refers ro 40 CFR 279.56) "{r:S o., """"';te, 1- UOA r J Nl N!A 
0 The date of shipment? (279.56(b)(6)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279 .56) "11:> ·Of'l YJ-Ja:....,ifcsA-. UOA r J Nl NIA 

28. \Vere the records kept for at least 3 years? (279.56(c)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.56) UOA r J Nl NIA 
29. Did the used oil pro~ssor/re-retiner report to the Director by 311. gf ~ach even ~umbered year the following:. (279.57(b)) 279.571 >u- < ?Ao(Z-oK:J I~ b ~VJ1J2cc4U of lA <;. 8'4 (U, ,,P~ S' 

(Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 

" 
j 

a) The EPA identification number, name and address of the processor/re-refiner? (279.57(b)(l)) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.57) 
UOA Nl NIA 

b) Calendar year covered by the repon? (279.57(b)(2)) (Rule 813(3) refers ro 40 CFR 279.57) UOA d Nl NIA 
c) Quantity of used oil accepted, manner and specific process employed to process/re-refine. (279.57(b)(3)) (Rule 813(3)) 

r/ 
refers to 40 CFR 279.57) 

UOA NJ NJA 
30. Did dJe transponer who transponed the used oil off-site from 'the processor/re-refiner have an EPA identification nwnber? 

r£ 
(279.58) (Rule 813(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.58) 

UOA NI NIA 
' 31. Did the processor ensure the used oil isn't hazardous waste· by testij~or knowledge of halogen content in light of materials or processes used? (Rule 813(4)) ~ ;; "tt!>.f<.- a #'vtJl ,..,c js,. a. . .:.~.._n tL~-·it r-e c.e-rt:.l- on::::..--t.-1-e:.t..-J UOA r J NI NIA 

32. Were records of analysis or information used to comply wifu #71 kept for no less than 3 years? (Rule 813(4)) UOA r.( NI NIA 
33. Did rbe used oil processor or re-refiner store used oil in a unit other than a container or tank? (Rule 813(5)) UOA r J I Nl N/A 
34. Was any residue from the storage, processing or re-refining managed correctly? (Rule 813(6)) UOA fi_ Nl NIA 

USED OIL DISPOSAL (Rule 8!6) 
35. Was used oil that cannot be recycled and is being disposed of and is not a hazardous waste managed in accordance with r/ applicable federal and state regulations? (Rule 816(2)) 

NI NIA 
36. Was the used oil used as a dust suppressant? (Rule 816(3)) 

_ "Nl NJA 

fic~Lf ~Y'1!?'~ 
Comments: 

,,, ~ct-"'-«fcl '~ Mv\JL p.1W~L- Cn-vfr-.,.,>~ dGJi-1• ;::;;!1 Su~!.eA +-v .AiwL. , S l.i II .oUc<~uv..., A 1/Uiit-1.-h--. -f-r......,_~ C><-.,.,.{ ,_./_ b-.Tf't-,_,.._,,;. Drr..•.:+·t.:-Ge-i])+o f'vflr\IL P"'f~i.. -6-c~.i:Vu~ 'cv+t> ~. (; file(~- bl.:. 
'jc-<-5 v~ .. ,-~~-:} Du~ u~rj.,.y bu.~ fu t.A'hK~ Sf""'c.e... e-v~[!j · 

to s
1(,; I\. ~!<-- .,,.,__.) -f<J• l=vs <;{(..<; r;::, vi ton~~ r Qtl qc . , 'j'w"'"' :{ ~ ~r"<.bve4 3/z.llfz.o~· o,_ f"'il"-' ""·3, ~- exa~ ''><Vj, Pc/3 "~e '""'- e_,. t:.e.<J- ""-off""-. 
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USED OIL INSPECTION FORM - FUEL MARKETER 

Facility's Name__:S~· :_:b::c._i"/{~--------------------------------- Part 8 Rul 
m# _I-,_1:..:::I_;_IZ__c__o=-o=--l=--) ____,o~z""-'2-=--___,_'f""o-=o _______ _ 1994 PA 4: '99 • EAB) 

!\ore: Used oil is defined as "any oil which has been refined from crude oil, or any synthetic oil which has been used and as a result of use, is contaminated with physical 0 , 
ch~mical impurities," R 299.9109 

NI- Not Inspected NJA- Not Applicable 

II YES NO NI N/A II 
USED OIL FUEL MARKETERS (Rule 815) KOTE: These requirements do not apply to a person who is a used oil generator, and a transporter who transports used oil that is received only from generators, unless the generator or transporter directs a shipment of off-specification used oil from their facility to a used oil burner. Used oil processors/re-refiners who burn 

some used oil fuel for the purposes of processing are considered to be burning incidentally to processing. A used oil generator or transporter who directs shipments of 
off-specification used oil to used oil processors or re-refiners who incidently burn used oil is not a used oil fuel marketer subject to these requirements. A person who 
directs shipments of specification used oil fuel and who is not the first person to claim that the used oil meets the used oi specifications of R 299.9809(1)(t) is not a 
used oil marketer 

I. These requirements apply to a person who: (Rule 815(2)) 

a) Directs a shipment of off-specification used oil from their facility to a used oil burner. (Rule 815(2)(a)) UOA [ J [I[() NI NIA b) First claims that the used oil which is to be burned for energy recovery meets the used oil specifications of 

w( 
R 299.9809(1)(1). (Rule 815(2)(b)) 

GOA NI N!A 2. Did the used oil fuel marketer cozp.£!y with the following: (Rule 815(3)) 
UOA u NI NIA a) Initiates shipments of off-specification used oil only to a burner who has an EPA identification number and burns the used 

NIQ 

oil in an industrial boiler or furnace? (Rule 815(3)(a)) 
UOA [ J 

b) Determines the used oil to be burned for energy recovery meets specifications in R 299.9809(l)(f)? (Rule 815(3){b)) UOA ri NI NIA 
c) Maintained copies of analysis/information used to make the determination that the used oil meets the specifications for 3 

' 
vears after the determination is made? (Rule 815(3)(c)) <_?t_".C:. L--OIVhV"V't-PA-'1-1- UOA NI N!A 

d) Obtain an EPA identification number? (Rule 815(3)(d)) (Rule 815(J)(d) refers to 40 CFR 297.73) VOA J Nl NIA 3. Before making the the first shipment of off-specification used oil fuel to a burner, did the marketer obtain a one-time wrinen and 

NI~ 
signed notice from the burner? (279.75(a)) (Rule 815(3)(d) refers to 40 CPR 279.75) UOA u 4. Did the one-time wrinen and si2:ned notice certify that: (279.75(a)) (Rule 815(3)(d) refers to 40 CPR 279.75) VOA [ J NI ~A) 

~ 
a) Burner notified EPA stating location and general description of used oil management activities? (279.75(a)(I)) (Rule 

NI{N/A) 

815(3)(d) refers to 40 CFR 279.75) 
UOA [ J 

b) Burner burns used oil only in an industrial furnace or boiler? (279.75(a)(2)) (Rule 815(3)(d) refers to 40 CFR 279. 75) UOA u NI~ 5. Were the certifications maintained for 3 years from the date the burner received the last shipment of off~specification used oil 
~ 

from that facility? (279.75(b)) (Rule 815(3)(d) refers ro 40 CFR 279.75) 
UOA [ J NI ~!A 6. Did the marketer keep a record of each shipment of off-specification used oil to a used oil burner? (Rule 815(3)(e)) VOA u NI f. !A 7. Did the records contain the following: (Rule 815(3)(e)) 
UOA [ I Nl N!A a) Name, address and EPA identification number of the transponer who delivered the used oil? (Rule 8!5(3)(e)(i)) UOA [ I NI N!A 

b) Name, address and EPA identification number of the burner who will receive the used oil? (Rule 815(3)(e)(ii)) UOA [ J NI N!A 
c) The Quantity of used oil shipped? (Rule 815(3)(e)(iii)) 

UOA [ J NI N!A 
d) The date shipped? (Rule 815(3)(e)(iv)) 

UOA [ J NI N!A 8. Were the records maintained for no Jess than 3 years from date of shipment? (Rule 815(3)(e)) UOA it!' NI NIA 
Did the marketer keep a record of each shipment of specification used oil to a used oil burner? (Rule 815(3)(1)) UOA [ J NI N!A a) Name and address of facility who receives the shi_p_!llent? (Rule 815(3)(f)(i)) 

UOA [ J NI N/A 
bl The_guantity of used oil fuel shipped? (Rule 815(3)(f)(ii)) 

UOA [ J NI N!A c) The date of shipment or delivery? (Rule 815(3)(f)(iii) 
UOA [ J NI NIA 



Used Oil Inspection Form- Fuel Marketer 

I YES NO NI N/A 

I ~ 1-.•"'f''" 
d) Cross-reference to the records of used oil analysis or other information used to make the determination that the used oil . · j ~==m~e~e;;ts~th:;e~sp~ec;gifi~>ca~ti~ons~in;,;R~2~9;;;9.~98~0~9(~l)~(f)~?~(~Ru~le~8~1~5(~3)~(f)~(i~v)~) ~fA~""'-~~· ~~4·~t~>~c:l'~<~~O',~<~-.s~;w~·jj-~,1~L~-zt;;~~~~+~tJ~Jl====N~I~N~IA~== 1110. Were the recocds kept for at least 3 years from the date of shipment? (Rule 815(4)) v UOA [_] _ NI NIA 

USED OIL DISPOSAL (Rule 816) 
11. Was used oil that cannot be recycled and is being disposed of and is not a hazardous waste managed in accordance with r1 applicable federal and state regulations? (Rule 816(2)) i'V\."'-~; {.ll.kl ~"\..ttel'" ~~ -- -L c,.,-A<. .. UOA NI NIA 
12. Was the used oil used as a dust suppressant? (Rule 816(3)) 

UOA _ rJ NI NIA 

o.f 

VoL. .3S() .oDD C.L. ?-o3'f 
' 



USED OIL INSPECTION FORM -TRANSPORTERS AND TRANSFER FACILITIES 

Facility's Name _ _:S-: .. c;'t-=h'-'i_:l_:l_:_ ____________________________________ _ Pan 8 RuL 

Date 3/z7 · ztg/woo ID# MSf- <DD 0 on .. foo !994 PA 4o 

1\ote: Used oil is defined as "any oil which has been refined from crude oil, or any synthetic oil which has been used and as a result of use, is comaminated with physical 01 chemical impurities," R 299.9109 

NI - Not Inspected N/A- Not Applicable 

\1 YES NO NI NIA II 
USED OIL TRANSPORTERS AND TRANSFER FACILITIES (Rule 812) NOTE: this rule does not apply to on-site transportation, generator who ships 55 gallons or less to a used oil collection center or aggregation point owned by the aenerator or household do-it-yourselfers < 

I. If the used oil transporter processed used oil (except when conducted processing operation occurring in the normal course of 'J,.<L erot:.L~7!.V'( 
cc~•st transponation) did they comply with the requiremenrs in subpart F? (279.41(a)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.41) UOA [ l NI N!A 

2. If the facility conducted processing operations occurring in the normal course of transportation but as produced a product did 

Nl (;:;/~ 
they comply with the requirements in subpart F? (279.4l(b)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.41) UOA [ 1 

3. Did the facility obtain an EPA identification number? (279.42(a)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.42) UOA M' NI NIA 
4_ Was all used oil delivered to: (279.43(a)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.43) UOA [ 1 Nl NIA 

a) .Another used oil transporter w/ an EPA identification number? (279.43(a)(l)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CPR 279.43) UOA [ l Nl N/A 
b) Used oil processing/re-refining facility w/ an EPA identification number? (279-43(a)(2)) (Rule 812(3) refers to r/_ NI N!A 4() CFR 279.43) 

UOA 

c) Off-specification used oil burner faciliry w/ EPA identification number? (279-43(a)(3)) (Rule 812(3) refers to u - NI N!A 4() CFR 279-43) 
UOA 

d) On-specification used oil burner? (279.43(a)(4)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.43) UOA "' Nl N!A 
5_ Did the transporter comply with all applicable DOT requirements? (279.43(b)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CPR 279.43) UOA [ l Gu)wA 
6. If a discharge occurred during transportation was appropriate immediate action taken to protect human health and the rA' fu~N/A environment (i.e., notify local authorities, dike the discharge area)? (279.43(c)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.43) UOA 

7_ If air, water, rail or hicllway transporter discharged used oil, did the rransporter: (279-43(c)(3)) (Rule 812(3) refecs to 4() CFR 279-43) 
f 

a) 
~:><A cAiLIL 7 !fN" -Give notice 10 the Nationa ResPonse Center, if required? (279.43(c)(3)(i)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.43) UOA 

') ""iJ {);"i)N/A 

' ~I ~:_;! b) Report in writing as required to DOT? (279.43(c)(3)(ii)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.43) UOA u N! A,-.!' :y:l 
8_ Did a water transporter who discharged used oil give notice as required by 33 CFR 153.203? (279.43(c)(4)) (Rule 812(3) refers 

·g it-" 
to 40 CFR 279.43) 

UOA [ 1 Nl (;;;:; 

9. Did the transporter clean up any discharge during transportation or rake actions as required? (279.43(c)(5)) (Rule 812(3) refers rl to 40 CFR 279.43) 
UOA N1 N!A 

!Q_ If used oil was ever held over 35 days at the transfer facility did they comply with subpart F? (279.45(a)) (Rule 8!2(3) refers to 

r/ 4() CFR 279.45) 
UOA Nl N/A 

1L Were containers and above !!rOund tanks used to store used oil at a trarufer facility: (279.45(c)) (Rule 812(3) refecs to 4() CFR 279 -45) 

a) In uood condition? (279.45(c)(l)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) <yU.. oroce..,~c-< ~k-4ol:r6A [ l NI NIA 
b) Not leaking (no visible leaks)? (279.45(c)(2)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) I UOA u Nl N/A 

"C""- -.---12. Are containers, used to store used oil at a transfer facility, in a secondary containment system which has: {279.45(d)) (Rule 812(3) refers tO 40 CFR 279.45) 
a) Dikes, bemts or retaining walls? (279.45(d)(1)(i)) !Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) hUU OYO~ UOA [ l Nl N/A 
b) Floor with in the entire diked/bermed area? (279.45(d)(l)(ii)) (Rule 812(3) refers m 40 CFR 279.45) ~~}""" FOA [ l Nl NIA 

II c) Walls and floor sufficiently impervious to used oil? (279.45(d)(2)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) UOA [ l NI N/A ,,_ 
OR 

' II rl\ ' 'v::.l• v """ern' !?79 4"<1\IWiii\\ IRn\e R\?f" refm ro 40 rFR 079 4<\ 110 r 1 NT N./A II 



L~sed Oil Inspecrion Form- Transponer and Transfer Facility 

I YES NO Nl N!A I 
lj 13. Are aboveground tanks, used to store used oil at a transfer facility, in a secondary containment system which has: (279.45(e)& (t) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) <:~ (\ -<Yo_,<. ~rl" vl--<~Y· 

' a) Dikes, berms or retaining walls? (279.45(e)(l)(i) & (279.45(t)(l)(i)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR279.45) UOA r J NI NIA 
b) Floor w/ in che entire diked/bermed area? (279.45(e}(l)(ii) & (279.45(f)(1)(ii)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) UOA [ J NI NIA 
c) Walls & floor sufficiently impervious to used oil? (279.45(e)(2) & 279.45(f)(2)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) UOA [ J NI NIA 

OR 

d) Equivalent secondary containment system? (279.45(e)(l)(iii) & 279.45(f)(1)(iii)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) UOA [ J NI NIA 
14. Are containers and above ground tanks used to store used oil at a rransfer facility labeled/marked "Used Oil'"? (279.45(g)(l)) 

/NI 
(Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) 

UOA u NIA 
15. Are till pipes that transfer used oil into underground storage tanks at transfer facilities labeled/marked "Used Oil"? 

NI ~~;~l (279.45(g)(2) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) UOA u 
16. Upon detection of a release did the facility: -f.r,:,.W.1/-<;H·1-zth.•.r-v< ~o. ·;s ~ 'Se~JA.-4 c.~;_,,..~ 

a) 
. :r-~U/.1 afv~ -~-"' Stop the release? (279.45(h)(1)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.45) w.uvi._ ~.<{ I o~-/ OA fttu NI NIA 

b) Contain the released used oil? (279.45(b)(2)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 wlllch refers to 40 CFR 279.45) UOA ,{ NI NIA 
c) Clean-up and manage the released used oil and oilier material? (279.45(h)(3)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers 

" to 40 CFR 279.45) 
UOA NI NIA 

d) If necessary to prevent future releases, repair/replace any leaking used oil containers or tanks? (279.45(h)(4)) (Rule 812(3) ,/_ refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.45) UOA NI NIA 
17. Did the used oil transponer keep a record of each used oil shipment accepted for transpon? (279.46(a)) (Rule 812(3) refers to I Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.46) 

UOA ['!] NI NIA 
18. Did the record include: (279.46(a)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.46) [ J NI NIA 

a) Name and address of facility that provided the used oil for transportation? (279.46(a)(1)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.46) 
UOA r J NI NIA 

b) EPA or state identification number of facility that provided the used oil for transponarion? (279.46(a)(2)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.46) UOA r J NI NIA 
c) The quamiry of the used oil accepted? (279.46(a)(3)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 whlch refers to 40 CFR 279.46) UOA r J NI N/A 
d) The date of acceptance? (279.46(a)(4)} (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.46) UOA r J NI NIA 
e) Signature of a representative from the facility that provided the used oil for transportation? (279.46(a)(5)(i)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers tO 40 CFR 279.46) (Except for intermediate rail transporters (279.46(a)(5){ii)) UOA [ l NI NIA -19. Did the used oil transponer keep a record of each shipment of used oil delivered another transponer, burner, processor, disposal facility or exE_on:ed? (279.46(b) & 279.46(c)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.46) [ J NI NIA 
a) Name and address of facility that provided the used oil for transportation? (279.46(b)(1) & 279.46(c)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CPR 279.46) 

UOA [ J NI N/A 
b) EPA identification number of facility, if applicable, that provided the used oil for transportation? (279.46(b)(2) & 279.46(c)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.46) UOA [ J NI NIA 
c) The quantity of the used oil accepted? (279.46{b)(3) & 279.46(c)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.46) 

UOA [ J NI N!A 
.··. d) The date of acceptance? (279.46(b)(4) & 279.46(c)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40-CFR 279.46) UOA r J NI N/A 

e) Signature of a representative from the facility that provided the used oil for transportation? (279 .46{b)(5)(i) & 279.46(c)) (Rule 812(3) refers 10 Rule 810; refers to 40 CFR 279.46) (Except for intermediate rail transporters {279.46(a)(5)(ii)) UOA [ J NI N/A 
Were records maintained for at least three years? (279.46(d)} {Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810; refers to 40 CFR 279.46) UOA u NI NIA 

21. Did the transporter determine that the used oil rransponed or stored was not a hazardous waste by either: (Rule 812(4)) 
a) Tesrim! the used oil for total halogen? 

UOA r J NI NIA 

2 



Cstd Oil Inspection Form- Transponer and Transfer Facillty 

I YES NO NI NIA 

I! 
b) Applying knowledge of halogen content in light of the materials or processes used? UOA [ J NI N/A 
c) Obtain copies of analyses or other information from generator? UOA [ J NI NIA 

22. Were copies of the analysis/information maintained for a period of not Jess than 3 years? (Rule 812(4)) UOA [ J N! NIA 
23. Did the used oil transfer facility store used oil in units other than containers or tanks? (Rule 812(5)) UOA [ J LNI NIA 
24. Did the transponer who generated residues for the storage or transport of used oil manage them correctly? (Rule 812(6)) UOA .;_ NI NIA 

I' 

USED OIL DISPOSAL (Rule 816) 
25. Was used oil that cannot be recycled and is being disposed of and is not a hazardous waste managed in accordance with 

Ill' applicable federal and state regulations? (Rule 816(2)) 
Nl NIA 

26. \Vas the used oil used as a dust suppressant? (Rule 816(3)) r/NI NIA -

3 



LC:ED OIL LJ>.;SPECTION FORM- FUEL MARKETER 

Facility's Name __:57:-f-_:b:clc_:, /_,_/ ________________________________ _ Pan 8 R 
m# _III:_:_I--'-1<..---'-_o=--o=-o'---'o<-'z=-'L~__,_'-f=o-=o _______ _ 1994 PA 

~'99. EAB) 

!"ate: Used oil is defined as Many oil which has been refined from crude oil, or any synthetic oil which has been used and as a result of use, is contaminated with physical chemical impurities," R 299.9109 

NI - Not Inspected N!A- Not Applicable 

II YES NO Nl N/A 

USED OIL FUEL MARKETERS (Rule 815) KOTE: These requirements do not apply to a person who is a used oil generator, and a transporter who transports used oil that is received onJy from generators, unless the generator or transporter directs a shipment of off-specification used oil from their facility to a used oil burner. Used oil processors/re-refiners wh9 burn some used oil fuel for the purposes of processing are considered to be burning incidentally to processing. A used oil generator or transporter who directs shipments of off-specification used oil to used oil processors or re-refiners who incidently burn used oil is not a used oil fuel marketer subject to these requirements. A person who directs shipments of specification used oil fuel and who is not the first person to claim that the used oil meets the used oi specifications of R 299 .9809(l)(f) is not a used oil marketer 

L These requirements apply ro a person who: (Rule 815(2)) 

a) Directs a shipment of off-specification used oil from their facility to a used oil burner. (Rule 815(2)(a)) 
b) First claims that the used oil which is to be burned for energy recovery meets the used oil specifications of R 299.9809(1)(0. (Rule 8!5(2)(b)) 

UOA 

UOA 
2. Did the used oil fuel marketer comply with the following: (Rule 815(3)) UOA 

3. 

4. 

a) Initiates shipments of off-specification used oil only to a burner who has an EPA identification number and burns the used oil in an industrial boiler or furnace'? (Rule 815(3)(a)) 
UOA 

b) Determines the used oil to be burned for ene~ recov~_meets specifications in R 299.9809(l)(f)? (Rule 815(3)(b)) UOA 
c) Maintained copies of analysis/information used tO make the determination that the used oil meets the specifications for 3 years after the determination is made? (Rule 815(3)(c)) £;e.G C....0t"h~f- UOA 
d) Obtain an EPA identification number? (Rule 815(3)(d)) (Rule 815(3)(d) refers to 40 CFR 297 .73) UOA 
Before making the the first shipment of off-specification used oil fuel to a burner, did the marketer obtain a one-time wrinen and signed notice from the burner? (279.75(a)) (Rule 815(3)(d) refers to 40 CFR 279.75) UOA 
Did the one-time written and signed notice certify that: (279.75(a)) (Rule 815(3)(d) refers ro 40 CFR 279.75) UOA 

[ J/110 NJ N/A 

NI N/A 

[ J NI NIA 

[ 1 

NI N/A 

NI N/A 

NI NIA 

[ 1 

ll 
~ . a) Burner notified EPA stating location and general description of used oil management activities'? (279.75(a)(l)) (Rule . tNiAJ. ·~~----~8!~5~(3~)(~dL)r~e~fu~rs~ro~@~C~F~R~2~7~9~.7~5)~----------------------------------------------~U~O~A~_LLl1 ____ ~NI~~N~/A~---4I b) Burner burns used oil only in an industrial furnace or boiler? (279.75(a)(2)) (Rule 815(3)(d) refers to 40 CFR 279. 75) UOA [1 NI~ 5. Were the certifications maintained for 3 years from the date the burner received the last shipment of off-specification used oil from that facility? (279.75(b)) (Rule 815(3)(d) refers to 40 CFR 279.75) 

UOA u NI~ 6. Did the marketer keep a record of each shipment of off-specification used oil to a used oil burner? (Rule 815(3)(e)) UOA [ 1 NI ~/A 7. Did the records contain the following: (Rule 815(3)(e)) 
UOA [ 1 NI NIA 

a) Name, address and EPA identification number of the tra~ner who delivered the used oil'? (Rule 815(3)(e)(i)) UOA [ 1 NI N/A 
b) Name, address and EPA identification number of the burner who will receive the used oil? (Rule 815(3)(e)(ii)) UOA [ 1 NI N/A 
c) The auanriry of used oil shipped? (Rule 815(3)(e)(iii)) . 

UOA [ 1 NI NIA 
d) The date shipped? (Rule 815(3)(e)0v)) 

UOA [ 1 NI N/A 
8. Were the records maintained for no Jess than 3 years from date of shipment? (Rule 815(3)(e)) UOA Dt( NI NIA 

Did the marketer keep a record of each shipment of specification used oil to a used oil burner? (Rule 815(3)(f)} UOA [ 1 NI N/A 
a) Name and address of facilirv who receives the shipment? (Rule 815(3)(f)(i)) FOA [ 1 Nl N/A 
b) The Quantity of used oil fuel shipped? (Rule 815(3)(f)(ii)) 

UOA [ 1 NI NIA 
c) The date of shipment or delivery? (Rule 815(3)(f)(iii) 

UOA [ 1 NI NIA 



'-~::..1 U,i Jnspecuun l:orm- I-uci Iviarkcter 

NO NI NIA 
d) Cross-reference to the records of used oil analysis or other information used to make the de.term~nation that the used .9il \ot/ ~~> meets the specific.tions in R 299.9809(1)(1)? (Rule 815(3)(f)(iv)) ~ ""'' J...l s a "/J .. n~ fi<>f <11/~ 1\(] NI N/A 

v 10. Were the records kept for at least 3 years from the date of shipment? (Rule 815(4)) 

USED OIL DISPOSAL (Rule 816) 
11. Was used oil that cannot be recycled and is being disposed of and is not a hazardous waste managed in accordance with applicable federal and state regulations? (Rule 816(2)) M~rJ f..l~kJ. ~1"" S~ -- -L C~, 
12. Was the used oil used as a dust suppressant? (Rule 816(3)) 

UOA u NI NIA 

UOA NI NIA 

UOA _ [J NI N/A 

Comments: ---------p-r;;.-JI.l"''{------------c:---------------;;;J...c.. (.,~ -wv--oK A> U 6r Pb />C fee,<> ftiX'"s"'-f±= "-l ~ 
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<2 r-1{( Facility's Name _ _:J::_;z_::<>:.:_c_:_ ____________________________________ _ Pan 8 Ru 

ID# fl\S((_ tDD Q 02?.- foO 1994 PA 4 

_~">9- EA8) 

!\ate: Used oil is defined as ''any oil which has been refined from crude oil, or any synthetic oil which has been used and as a result of use, is concaminated with physical 1 chemical impurities,~ R 299.9109 

II 

ll 

NI- Not Inspected N!A- Not Applicable 

II YES NO Nl N/A 

USED OIL TRANSPORTERS AND TRANSFER FACILITIES (Rule 812) 1\0TE: this rule does not apply to on-site transportation, generamr who ships 55 gallons or less to a used oil collection center or aggregation point owned by the generator or household do-it-yourselfers 

]. If the used oil transporter processed used oil (except when conducted processing operation occurring in the normal course of '>£.€- f.<DCL>70' t 
c..-~·s transportation) did they comply with rhe requirements in subpart F? (279.41(a)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.41) UOA [ ] N! N/A 

2. If !he facility conducted processing operations occurring in the normal course of transportation but as produced a product did NI_Q !hey comply with the requirements in subpart F? (279.41(b)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279 .41) UOA u 
3. Did the facility obtain an EPA identification number? (279.42(a)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.42) UOA rj NI NIA 
4. Was all used oil delivered to: (279.43(a)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.43) UOA [ J NI N/A 

a) Another used oil transporter w/ an EPA identification number? (279.43(a)(l)) (RuJe 812(3} refers to 40 CFR 279.43) UOA [ J NI N/A 

b) Used oil processing/re-refining facility w/ an EPA identification number? (279.43(a)(2)) (Rule 812(3) refers to r,(_ NI NIA 4Q CFR 279.43) 
UOA 

c) Off-specification used oil burner facilicy w/ EPA identification number? (279.43(a)(3)) (Rule 812(3) refers to u NI NIA -40 CFR 279.43) 
UOA 

d) On-specification used oil burner? (279.43(a)(4)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.43) UOA ~ NI NIA 
5. Did the rransponer comply with all applicable DOT requirements? (279.43(b)) (Rule 812(3) refers tO 40 CFR 279.43) UOA [ J . (];r)N!A 
6. If a discharge occurred during transponation was appropriate immediate action raken to protect human health and the 

' -~NIA enviromnent (i.e., notify local authorities, dike the discharge area)? (279.43(c)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.43) UOA 

7. If air, water, rail or lticllway transporter discharged used oil, did the rransponer: (279.43(c)(3)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.43) ~'""'\ 

a) -~-e«M t'~S· Give notice to the Nationa ReSponse Center, ifrequired? (279.43(c)(3)(i)) (Rule 812(3} refers ro 40 CFR 279.43) UOA ') !>)/ u:;;)N/A 

' @NIA~~ b) Report in writing as required to DOT? (279.43(c)(3)(ii)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.43) UOA [ J ' 
8. Did a water transporter who discharged used oil give notice as required by 33 CFR 153.203? (279.43(c)(4)) (Rule 812(3) refers 

...,. \'-" 
to 40 CFR 279.43) 

UOA [ J Nl~ 
9. Did the transponer clean up any discharge during transp::mation or take actions as required? (279.43(c)(5)) (Rule 812(3) refers j to 4Q CFR 279.43) 

UOA Nl N/A 
10. If used oil was ever held over 35 days at the traiL'>fer facility did they Comply with subpart F? (279.45(a)) (Rule 812(3) refers to r/ 40 CFR 279 .45) 

UOA Nl N!A 
II. Were containers and above2round tanks used to store used oil at a transfer facility: (279.45(c)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) 

a) In good condition? (279.45(c){l)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) ').U.. t.7YDL:e.~ ~J:r6A [ J NI N/A 
b) Not leaking (no visible leaks)? (279.45(c)(2)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) I UOA [ J Nl N/A 

12. Are containers, used to srore used oil at a transfer facil!!Y~ in a secondary containment system which has: (279.45(d)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) 
a) Dikes, berms or retaining walls" (279.45(d)(I)(i)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) ~ (hO~ UOA [ J NI NIA 
b) Floor with in the entire diked/bermed area? (279.45(d)(l)(ii)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) ~ UOA r J NI NIA 
c) Walls and floor sufficiemlv impervious to used oil? (279.45(d)(2)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) UOA r J NI NIA 

' OR ' 
d\ '" '""'"'''"' w.nnrl• v com,inm• m w«rm' n7u 49rl\11 \!" ro. 'Bl213\sefm to 4ll CFR ?79.4S1 ]T()j r 1 Nl NIA II 



YES NO NI N/A 

13. Are aboveground tanks, used to store used oil at a transfer facility, in a secondary containment system which has: (279.45(e)& (f) (Rule 812(3) refers w 
40 CFR ?79 45) S>;:L p ~ ''-r< ~'<"'" -
a) Dikes, berms or retaininl! walls? (279.45(e)(l)(i) & (279.45(f)(l)(i)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) UOA r J Nl NIA 
b) Floor w/ in the entire diked/termed area? (279.45(e)(l)(ii) & (279.45(f)(l)(ii)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) UOA [ J Nl N!A 
c) Walls & floor sufficientlY impervious to used oil? (279.45(e)(2) & 279.45([)(2)) (Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) UOA r J NI N/A 

OR 

d) Equivalent secondary containment system? (279.45(e)(l)(iii) & 279.45(f)(1)(iii)) (Rule 812(3) refers m 40 CFR 279.45) UOA [ J Nl N!A 
!4_ Are containers and above ground tanks used to store used oil at a transfer facility labeled/marked "Used Oil"? (279.45(g)(l)) 

./N! 
I 

(Rule 812(3) refers to 40 CFR 279.45) UOA u N!A 
15. Are fill pipes that transfer used oil into underground storage tanks at transfer facilities labeled/marked "Used Oil"? 

Nl ~~-:) (279.45(g)(2) (Rule 812(3) refers to 4{) CFR 279.45) UOA r J 
16. Upon detection of a release did me facility: ~ A_ .__ """"' ..,p"_ -~s ~ ~CADAA~~~ 

a) 
- ~ I ,<W<- ( w!:' Stop the release? (279.45(h)(1)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.45) u.~ !A/ I~-~( OA ld-u NI N/A 

b) Contain the released used oil? (279.45(h)(2)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.45) UOA v( N! N!A 

c) Clean~up and manage the released used oil and other material? (279.45(h)(3)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers 

~ to 4Q CFR 279.45) UOA N! NIA 

d) If necessary to prevent future releases, repair/replace any leaking used oil containers or tanks? (279.45(h)(4)) (Rule 812(3) "'-refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.45) UOA Nl N/A 

17. Did the used oil transporter keep a record of each used oil shipment accepted for transport? (279.46(a)) (Rule 812(3) refers to i Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.46) UOA Nl N/A 
18. Did the record include: (279.46(a)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.46) [ l N! N/A 

a) Name and address of facility that provided the ll'ied oil for transportation? (279.46(a)(l)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 
which refers to 40 CFR 279.46) UOA [ l NI NIA 

b) EPA or state identification number of facility that provided the used oil for transportation? (279.46(a)(2)) (Rule 812(3) 
refers m Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.46) UOA r J N! N!A 

c) The quantity of the used oil accepted? (279.46(a)(3)) (Rule 812(3) refers w Rule 810 wlllch refers to 40 CFR 279.46) UOA [ l NI N!A 
d) The date of acceptance? (279 .46(a)(4)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.46) UOA [ J NI N!A 
e) Signarure of a representative from the facility that provided the used oil for transportation? (279.46(a)(5)(i)) (Rule 812(3) 

refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.46) (Except for intermediate rail rransporters (279.46(a)(5)(ii)) UOA [ J NI NIA -
19. Did the U'ied oil transporter keep a record of each shipment of used oil delivered another transporter, burner, processor, disposal 

facility or exported? (279.46(b) & 279.46(c)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.46) [ l N! N/A 
a) Name and address of facility that provided the used oil for transportation? (279.46(h)(l) & 279.46(c)) (Rule 812(3) refers 

to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.46) UOA [ l N! NIA 
b) EPA identification number of facility, if applicable, that provided the used oil for transportation? (279.46(b)(2) & 

279.46(c)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CFR 279.46) UOA r J Nl N/A 
c) The quanticy of the used oil accepted? (279.46(b)(3) & 279.46(c)) (Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810 which refers to 40 CPR 

279.46) 
UOA [ l Nl NIA 

d) The date of acceptance? (279.46(b)(4) & 279.46(c)) (Rule 812(3) refers ro Rule 810 which refers to 40-CFR 279.46) UOA r J N! NIA 
e) Signarure of a representative from the facility that provided the used oil for transportation? (279.46(b)(5)(i) & 279.46(c)) 

(Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810; refers to 40 CFR 279.46) (Except for intermediate rail transporters (279.46(a)(5)(ii)) UOA [ l Nl N/A 
0. Were records maintained for at least three years? (279.46{d)) {Rule 812(3) refers to Rule 810; refers to 40 CFR 279.46) UOA u Nl N/A 

21. Did the transporter determine that the used oil rransponed or stored was not a hazardous waste by either: (Rule 812(4)) 

a) Testi~the used oil for total hal~n? UOA r J Nl N!A 

2 



II 
b) App] vin>?: knowledge of halogen content in liJ,!ht of the materials or processes used? 

c) Obtain copies of analyses or other information from generator? 

22. Were copies of the analysis/information maintained for a period of not Jess than 3 years? (Rule 812(4)) 

23. Did the used oil transfer facility store used oil in unirs other than comainers or tanks? (Rule 812(5)) 

24. Did the transponer who generated residues for the smrage or transport of used oil manage them correctly? (Rule 812(6)) 

USED OIL DISPOSAL (Rule 816) 
25. Was used oil that cannot be recycled and is being disposed of and is not a hazardous waste managed in accordance with applicable federal and state regulations? (Rule 816(2)) 

26. Was the used oil used as a dust suppressant? (Rule 816(3)) 

3 

UOA 

UOA 

UOA 

UOA 

UOA 

I YES NO NI NIA 

[ J NI NIA 

[ J NI NIA 

[ J N1 N/A 

[ J LN1 NIA 

r/_ NI NIA 

Nl N/A i 

[/ NI N/A 
I 



Attachment A - Response 1. 

Review of total halogen determinations by generator and screening of individual incoming loads by Sybill prior to shipment of uof to 

Edwards Oil Service. Information provided in Sybill's response is summarized in the table below. Comments on the information 

follow the table. 

I Generator Name I Generatar EE 8 IIl I S~bi1l Screening I Generator Cbarar;teriza1ion 

manifest date I chlorine total halogens method I date 
"'" 

YPSI1 MID 980 587 893 07142000 1878 ppm 
04012000 920 ppm 
03102000 1163 ppm 
02112000 1062 ppm 
02042000 640ppm 
02032000 728ppm 

700 ug/g SW-846 9253 02012001 
>1,000 PPM "on file" 05172000 
>1,000 PPM "on file" · 08151999 

7448595 02241999 2427 
7448596 02241999 2421 
7448597 02241999 2378 
7448593 02231999 1779 
7448594 02231999 1872 
7448591 02221999 2052 
7448590 01291999 2370 
7448588 02181999 1572 
7448589 02181999 2499 
7448585 02171999 1725 
7448586 02171999 2147 
7448587 02171999 -100 
7448582. 02161999 1898 
7448583 02161999 2051 
7448584 02161999 2081 
7448580 multiple 1857 
7448581 multiple 1862 

-- - --
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7448578 02121999 2035 
7448579 02121999 2228 
7448576 02111999 1773 
7448577 02111999 2104 
7448573 02101999 1989 
7448579 02101999 1935 
7448575 02101999 1741 
7448571 02091999 2145 
7448572 02091999 2163 
7448570 02081999 2223 
7448568 02051999 2473 
7448569 02051999 2135 
7448~67 02041999 2600 
7448565 02031999 3344 
7448566 02031999 2386 
7448562 02021999 2126 
7448561 02011999 2841 
7448551 01291999 2680 
7448560 01291999 2002 
7448559 01281999 2450 
7448585 01281999 2262 

blank N/A -19-98 

Toledo OHD 005 041 371 7113593 0224199902 3996 see below see below 
7113567 241999 1256 
7113592 02231999 4283 
7113565 02231999 1230 
7113588 02222999 5840 
7113589 02222999 4952 
7113591 02222999 5725 
7113587 02191999 4907 
7113585 02181999 6462 
7113586 02181999 5963 
7113584 02171999 6972 
7113583 c02161999 5119 
7113581 mid Feb 4727 
7113582 mid Feb 4060 

----
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7113580 02121999 3885 
7113578 02111999 4123 
7113579 02111999 3334 
7113576 02101999 2868 
7113577 02101999 2869 
7113575 02091999 3890 

~ 

7113573 02081999 4067 
7113574 02081999 4427 
7113572 02051999 4324 
7113571 02041999 5834 
7113570 02031999 4249 
7113564 02021999 2601 
7113564 02011999 4680 
7113565 02011999 3951 
7113568 02011999 3223 
7113562 01291999 3418 
7113563 01291999 3752 
7113561 01281999 3197 

Lansing MID 980 700 827 2200 AS1MD2015 02181998 
8260/5030 report 
8270/3510 

2100 ASTM2015 03041998 
8010 supp. 

1561 Tom King 02172000 
1013 Torn King 02162000 
926 Torn King 02232000 
84 Tom King 02032000 

851 Torn King 01182000 
7609822 0224199902 2563 
7609821 171999 4814 
7609820 02091999 1246 
4403831 02041999 3215 
760481? 02021999 2794 

----- ------
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Buick MID 005 356 712 770ug/g SW-846 9253 04262000 
8260, 8015 

2190 ? At Sybill 12062000 
4492297 02241999 1605 
4492296 02231999 1517 
4492295 02221999 1498 
4492293 02181999 1551 
4492292 02171999 1861 
4492291 02]61999 1798 
4492289 mid Feb 1637 
4492290 mid Feb 1942 
4497288 02121999 2006 
4492286 02111999 2158 
4492287 02111999 2554 
4492285 02091999 2980 
4492284 02081999 2694 
4492282 02051999 2631 
4492283 02051999 1849 
4492281 02041999 2156 
4492280 02041999 1905 
4492277 02031999 1478 
4492278 02021999 1469 
4492275 01291999 1945 
4492274 01281999 2500 

Delphi OHD 001 330 442 149 mg/kg D808 02051996 
1311,8260,8270 

TX not det. "knowledge" 12012000 
7106153 02191999 ~Polymer,no 

oil" 

7111478 mid feb 1779 
·-
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GM Powertrain OHD 005 041 371 mixed oil residue 2090 nig/kg NoTXmethod 04261999 

(Toledo, Ohio; see ferric sludge TXnotdet stated, but 04271999 

"Toledo") specific 
constituents 
analyzed for 
priority 
pollutants with 
very high D,L. 

GM Powertrain Saginaw MID 005 336 696 TXnot det 14 hal.const 06051998 

Malleable 
. 

7640795 02171999 1651 

GM Powertrain Romulus MID 000 809 905 "Total hazardous 8021B N.D. 05042000 

Engine halogens" 13 hal.haz. 
canst. 

7111316 02221999 3213 
7111315 02031999 2948 
7111322 02011999 3017 

GM MFD Grand Rapids MID 006 020 408 860 ug!g SW-846 9253 09291999 
3046229 02121999 915 (+ TCLP) 

GM FlintV8 MID 005 356 951 840 mg/kg D4208 02241997 
(+ TCLP) 

4477860 02231999 2093 
44778559 02221999 3059 
4477858 02)81999 2308 
4477857 02161999 1679 
4477856 mid-Feb 1292 
4477855 02111999 1159 
4477834 02091999 2976 
4477853 02081999 1784 
4477852 02041999 1690 
4477851 02031999 1856 

• 

4477850 02011999 1795 
4477849 01281999 1892 
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GM PTG Warren MID 005 356 811 500 gen. waste char. 03012001 
form 

500 mglkg 9076 09061994 
7480094 02231999 1306 
7480093 02221999 3645 
7640749 02191999 1798 
7480091 02181999 1521 
7480090 02171999 1055 
7480089 02161999 1545 
7480088 02121999 1637 
7480087 02111999 2321 
7480086 02101999 1269 
7480085 02091999 1510 
7488084 02081999 718 
7480083 02051999 1849 
7480082 02041999 1611 
7480081 02031999 1005 
7480080 02021999 1249 
7480079 02011999 1420 
7480078 01291999 1125 
7480077 01281999 2490 

-------
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Rouge Steel Company MID 087 738 481 tandem mill waste noTX gen waste char 11241999 
oil TCLP 15+pest form 

WWTP clarifier " <1000 ppm gen waste char 11241999 
TCLP 15+pest form 

Hilo Shop <1000 ppm gen waste char 11241999 
TCLP 15+pest form 

Skin Pass2MW <lOOOppm gen waste char 11241999 
TCLP 15+pest fonn 

Metal Coil cut Slitter <1000 ppm gen waste char 11241999 
TCLP 15+pest form 

Recoil Welder · <lOOOppm gen waste char Jl241999 
TCLP 15+pest form 

south metal coil fmhyd <1000 ppm gen waste char 11241999 
HSM roughing TCLP 15+pest form 
north mill hydand <1000 ppm gen waste char 11241999 
HSM skhnmer bearings TCLP 15+pest form 
prhnary WWTP <1000 ppm gen waste char 11241999 

tank TCLP 15+pest fonn 
brille <1000 ppm gen waste char 11241999 

lagoon form 
2ndary WWTP <1000 ppm gen waste char 11241999 

TCLP 15+pest . form 
7670855 1191 Tom King 03132001 
7670905 1177 Tom King 03072001 
7670897 874 Tom King 03012001 
7670.805 1063 Tom King 02142001 
7670745 896 Tom King 02212001 
7663156 Jl26 Tom King 01082001 
7575849 1004 Tom King 01042000 
7662788 599 Tom King 12012000 
7662894 02191999 898 Tom King Jll02000 
7080645 02191999 103 

7080640 mid Feb 355 

7617578 -
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GM Powertrain Livonia MID 000 718 874 460 gen. 07202001 
460 mg/kg ASTM2015 06031998 

HVO by 8010 3/1998 
TCLP624/625 3/1998 

4370847 02171999 322 
4370846 02161999 -1.7896 polymer 
4370844 02111999 848 

GMMFD MID 005 356 944 <50 gen 03062001 
Grand Blanc blank gen 01242000 

465 gen 10271998 
<50 ppm 5050 10301998 

TCLP 15 10301998 
4386274 02171999 780? 

YPSI 
11/7/95 letter indicates no approved plant uses of FOOl, F002 and that die lubes contain halogenated paraffins. 

• 8/1998 generator form TX blank 
• 37 out of38 shipments received from 1/28/99 to 2/24/99 over 1,000 ppm TX 
• 8/1999 generator form indicates TX over 1000 
• 2/7/2001 analytical reports 700 ug/g total halogens along with PCBs (not detected) and TCLP (non-haz) 
While this rebuttal leaves something to be desired (such as more recent info than 4 years old to rebut), Sybill may have relied upon the 

11/7/95 letter. 

Toledo 
32 out of 32 shipments received from 1/28/99 to 2/24/99 exceed 1,000 ppm TX 

• Aprill999 analytical for "mixed oil residue" includes a total organic halogen concentration of2090 mg Cl/kg (no method 
stated) and priority pollutant analyses with very high detection limits, over 100 ppm for halogenated hazardous constituents 

• January 25,2000 memo to SRS bases rebuttal on chlorinated parrafins and Aprill999 analytical 
• February 2001 Generator Waste Characterization Report indicates TX over 1,000 ppm 
No analytical data or generator statement available for rebuttal at time of shipment to Edwards. 
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Lansing 
• 2/3/1998 sample contained 2,200 mg/kg TX (method 2015; 2100 mg/kg on another page of same fax), analyzed for volatile 

organics (8260/5030),TCLP organics (8260/5030, 8270/3510), PCB <20! (8080/3510), halogenated volatile organics (8010) 

• 5 out of5 shipments from 2/2/1999 to 2/24/1999 exceed 1,000 ppm TX and range from 1246 to 4814 ppm TX 

• five TX determinations by Tom King for Sybill range from 84 to 1561 from 1118/2000 to 2/17/2000 

• total halogen space on generator waste characterization report dated 2/24/2000 is blank 
Supporting analytical is weak due to analytical methods (TCLP) selected. Also, ASTM Method 2015 is "Test Method for Gross 

Calorific Value of Coal and Coke by the Adiabatic Bomb Calorimeter" in Volume 05.05 of ASTM Standard Methods. I could not 

obtain a copy of this method in the Region 5 library, but I doubt that it could be modified to obtain total halogen results. Is there a 

method 2015 under other applicable regulations that might be relevant? Not in SW-846. 

Buick 
• 

• 
• 

A memorandum dated 5/4/98 states that total halogens are present in excess of 1,000 ppm due to chlorinated paraffins in 

cutting oil and that the used oil has not been mixed with halogenated hazardous waste. 
21 of21 shipments from 1128/99 to 2/24/99 exceed 1,000 ppm total halogens, ranging from 1469 to 2980 . 
a 4/26/00 sample was analyzed using SW-846 method 9253 and a result of770 ug/g total halogens was reported. Methods 
8260, 8015, 8270, and 8082 were also applied with no target analytes detected. 

• A 12/4/00 sample was analyzed by Sybill and contained 2190 ppm Cl. 
Simply to state that chlorinated paraffins are present does not eliminate the possibility of mixture. The 4/26/00 (770 ug/g) sample is 

considerably lower than total halogens as reported by Sybill for the shipments received by Sybil!. Also, it post-dates the shipments by 

over one year, making it an unacceptable rebuttal. 

Dephi 
• 

• 

• 

a 2/5/96 sample was determined to contain 149 mg/kg using method D808; halogenated hazardous constituents were not 

detected using 1311, 8260, and 8270 
two shipments were received from Delphi in 1999 and blended into the fuel sent to Edwards Oil Service, containing 1779 ppm 

total halogens and undetermined total halogens due to "polymer, no oil" 
a 12/112000 letter states that Sandusky Operations (Delphi) does not use any solvent materials that contain FOOl or F002 

hazardous constituents; a total halogen determination (> 1000 ppm) is made based on knowledge that the press lubricant 
contains chlorinated paraffin additives, 31-35% chlorine by weight. 

The shipment blended into fuel (1779 ppm) was not represented by the 2/5/96 sample (149 mg/kg)! It should have been held pending 

receipt of rebuttal info from Delphi or rejected. 

16 



GM Powertrain Saginaw Malleable 
• a 6/5/98 analysis for the toxicity characteristic reported undetected concentrations for 14 halogenated constituents, but 

detection limits for individual halogenated constituents are listed as high as 90 and in one instance 180 mg/L. No total halogen 

determination analytically or indicated on generator waste characterization form 
• one shipment was received at 1651 ppm Cl on 2/17/99 
This shipment should have been held pending additional generator information or rejected. 

GM Powertrain Romulus Engine 
• three of three shipments received in 2/11/99 to 2/21/99 exceeded 1000 ppm total halogens, ranging from 2948 to 3213. 
• the generator waste characterization form dated 5/11/99 (after receipt of shipment) does not include a total halogen 

determination 
the generator waste characterization form dated May 2000 indicates total halogens are not less than 1,000 ppm 

• Lab report for a 5/4/00 sample reports "total hazardous halogens" determined using 8021B as not detected. GC VOA by 
8021B has a reporting detection limit of250 mg/kg for methylene chloride,GCSVOA by 8082 (for PCBs); none of these target 
analytes were detected. 

There is no information to rebut the presumption of mixture for the shipments blended into used oil fuel shipped to Edwards. 

GM MFD Grand Rapids 
• Sybill recorded a 2/12/99 shipment as containing 915 ppm Cl 
• 10/6/99 analytical report includes total halogens determined by SW-846 9253 at 860 ug/g. TCLP also run, all targets reported 

as not detected with dilution and matrix interferences 
• the January 2000 generator waste characterization report identifies total halogens as less than 1000 ppm 
No rebuttal needed, as all analytical indicates TX < 1000 ppm 

GMFlintV8 
• total halogens determined as 840 mg/kg with method D4208 for sample taken 2/2411997 

twelve of twelve shipments received from 1128/99 to 2/23/99 exceed 1000 ppm TX, ranging from 1159 to 3059 ppm Cl in 

Sybill's analysis 
• March 2001 generator waste characterization report indicates TX less than 1000 ppm 
The waste characterization sample does not represent the shipments received and blended into fuel; Sybill should have rejected or held 

these loads pending additional generator information. 
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ASTM method D4208 is "Test Method for Total Chlorine in Coal by the Oxygen Bomb Combustion/Ion Selective Electrode Method." 
This method does not resemble any of the total chlorine or halogen test methods developed by U.S. EPA for used oil. 

GM PTG Warren 
• sample collected 2/24/97 contained 840 mg/kg total halogens, using method D4208 and did not contain detectable TCLP 

halogenated constituents 
• seventeen of eighteen shipments received from 1/28/99 to 2/23/99 exceeded 1,000 ppm total halogens, ranging from 718 to 

3645 ppm 
• sample collected 9/5/2000 did not contain detectable TCLP halogenated constituents 
• 3/!4/0 I generator waste characterization report states halogens are less than 1000 ppm 
The sample analyzed before receipt of shipments does not represent the shipments received. Sybil! should have rejected or held these 
loads pending additional generator information. 

ASTM method D4208 is "Test Method for Total Chlorine in Coal by the Oxygen Bomb Combustion/Ion Selective Electrode Method." 
This method does not resemble any of the total chlorine or halogen test methods developed by U.S. EPA for used oil. 

Rouge Steel Company 
• Two of three shipments from Rouge received from mid-February to 2/19/99 were below 1000 ppm total halogens; the third did 

not include a result 
• 

• 

Sybill submitted generator waste characterization reports dated 11124/99 for eleven waste streams generated by Rouge. Only 
the tandem mill report did not identifY total halogens as less than 1000 ppm (the space for a total halogen concentration was 
blank for the tandem mill). Notably, none of the submitted analyses included areport of total halogen determination. All 
·supporting analytical consisted of TCLP (15 constituents along with pesticides) 
five of nine Sybill analyses for Rouge from 11/!0/00 to 3/13/01 exceeded 1000 ppm total halogens, with results ranging from 
599 to 1191 ppm. 

Sybil! should have rejected loads with TX >I 000 ppm or waited for additional information. 

GM Powertrain Livonia 
• three shipments were received and blended into the shipment to Edwards. All data support TX less than I 000 ppm. 

GM MFD Grand Blanc 
• one shipment received and blended into the shipment to Edwards. All data support TX less than 1000 ppm. 
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Attachment B 

Analysis of metals and total halogens in used oil fuel - regulatory background 
In the preamble to the fmal waste-as-fuel rule (November 29, 1985, Federal Register), EPA 
states, "EPA is aware that digestion procedures specified by SW-846 for sedimentaceous oils 
prior to metals determinations (i.e., methods 3030 and 3050) do not result in complete digestion 
and release of metals in some oily matrices. EPA is evaluating revised digestion procedures and 
anticipates proposing revisions to the procedures in early 1986. In the interim, EPA recommends 
using digestion method 3050 followed by the determination method appropriate for specific 
metals (see Table 6). For non-sedimentaceous oils, however, the solvent dissolution procedures 
of method 3040 may be used in lieu of digestion method 3050" (50 FR 49189). In 1985, the EP 
Toxicity test was in effect, not the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure or TCLP. Also, in 
1985, the waste-as-fuel rule included hazardous waste fuels (40 CFR 266, Subpart D}and used 
oil fuel ( 40 CFR 266, Subpart E). 

Also in the preamble to the final waste-as-fuel rule, the U.S. EPA stated that it was verifYing the 
accuracy and precision of two field test kits for total chlorine, an adaptation of the Beilstein 
flame colorimetric test, and a field test kit using chemical colorimetric procedures. In 1985, the 
U.S. EPA's test methods manual, SW-846, did not contain an analytical technique for 
detern1ining total halogens in oil. Until a total halogen technique for oils would be formally 
added to SW-846 as an approved test, the EPA recommended the broadly accepted ASTM D808-
81 method (i.e., oxygen bomb followed by titrimetric halogen determination) (50 FR 49189). 

In the preamble to the Toxicity Characteristic final rule (March 29, 1990 Federal Register), EPA 
writes: 

"Under today's rule, used oil will be regulated as a hazardous waste only: (1) If it 
exhibits one or more of the hazardous waste characteristics defined in subpart C 
of 40 CFR part 261 (including the TC as finalized today) and (2) if it is disposed 
of (rather than recycled). On the other hand, used oil that exhibits one or more of 
the hazardous waste characteristics and is recycled is exempt from regulation (see 
40 CFR 261.6(a)(3)(iii)) except as provided in subpart E of 40 CFR Part 266 .... 
• Characteristically hazardous used oil that is being burned for energy 

recovery is subject to subpart E of part 266-i.e., off-specification used .oil 
is subject to certain administrative requirements, while specification used 
oil is subject only to the analysis and recordkeeping requirements of 40 
CFR 266.43(b)(l) and (6)" (61 FR 11840-11841). 

In summary, the TCLP leaching procedure does not apply to used oil fuel because used oil fuel is 
not land-disposed and the potential risks posed to human health and the environment considered 
in promulgating the TCLP are not the risks posed by burning used oil fuel. TCLP results are 
likely to be lower than total metal analyses, due to the analytical difficulty associated with an oily 
matrix. 

On February 21, 1991, EPA published the final rule for 40 CFR 266, Subpart H-Hazardous 
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Waste Burned in Boilers and Industrial Furnaces (the BIF Rule, 56 FR 7208). On August 27, 
1991, EPA published technical corrections to the BIF Rule, including a revision to 40 CFR 
266.1 00( c )(1 )(ii) and 266.1 02(b )(1) to allow the use of methods to characterize the physical or 
chemical properties of feedstreams other than those prescribed by "Test Methods for Evaluating 
Solid Waste, Physical/Chemical Methods," EPA Publication SW-846. The Agency 
recommended methods for determining chlorine levels in feedstreams: 

"Total chlorine may be determined by first combusting the sample according to 
existing SW-846 methods 9250, 9251, 9252, or proposed SW-846 method 9253. 
The fmal gravimetric step in ASTM D808 is not recommended because of poor 
sensitivity. An option for determining total chlorine in aqueous feedstreams is to 
analyze according to SW -846 methods 9020 or 9022, and inorganic chloride 
according to the methods listed above (56 FR 42506) .... To implement the use 
of these methods, EPA is revising§§ 266.100(c)(1)(ii) and 266.102(b) to require 
the owner or operator to use the best available method if SW-846 does not 
prescribe a method for a particular determination .... The Director may reject the 
use of an alternative method because, at his/her sole discretion, it may not meet or 
exceed the performance capabilities of the recommended methods" (56 FR 
42507). 

No helpful reference was made to the existing analysis requirements for marketers of used oil 
fuel at 40 CFR 266, Subpart E, presumably because SW-846 methods were not required to be 
used by regulation. In Subpart E, 40 CFR 266.40 Applicability states in part, "Used oil 
containing more than 1000 ppm of total halogens is presumed to be a hazardous waste because it 
has been mixed with halogenated hazardous waste listed in subpart D of part 261 of this chapter. 
Persons may rebut this presumption by demonstrating that the used oil does not contain 
hazardous waste, (for example, by showing that the used oil does not contain significant 
concentrations of halogenated hazardous constituents listed in Appendix VIII of part 261 of this 
chapter)." Also, a different Division within the Office of Solid Waste was responsible for 
preparation of the used oil rules than for the BIF rule; the BIF rule preamble focused on 
hazardous waste fuel. 

On September 23, 1991, the U.S. EPA published a Supplemental Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking in the Federal Register, armouncing the availability of additional data on the 
composition of used oil and used oil residuals. The U.S. EPA collected the data for use in 
making its fmal decision on whether to list some or all used oils as hazardous waste. Public 
comment was requested on several aspects of the hazardous waste identification program as 
related to used oil. In making its decision to list some or all used oils as hazardous waste, total 
halogen concentrations were not considered; only eight organic constituents were analyzed and 
reported. Also, the U.S. EPA performed metals analyses using a modified TCLP as the basis for 
the listing decision and identified these test methods for inorganics: SW-846 Method 1311 
(TCLP) for filtration, SW-846 Method 3040 (kerosene dissolution) and SW-846 Method 3051 
(microwave digestion, HN03 only) for sample preparation, and SW-846 Method 6010 
(Inductively Coupled Plasma Atomic Emission Spectroscopy) or SW-846 Method 7000 series 
(Atomic Absorption/graphite furnace). The Agency analyzed used oil filtrate and identified the 
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analytical results as a "lower bounds for the TCLP final analyte and compositional 
concentrations" (56 FR 48008). While the Agency did not solicit comments on method 
modification, the Agency noted that several analytical protocols enumerated in SW-846 required 
adaptation or modification in order to efficiently analyze for the target analytes found in the used 
oil matrix (56 FR 48008). 

On May 20, 1992, U.S. EPA published a final rule in the Federal Register, announcing its final 
decision not to list used oils destined for disposal as hazardous waste, based on the finding that 
all used oils do not typically and frequently meet the technical criteria for listing a waste as 
hazardous waste. U.S. EPA identified RCRA Subtitle C hazardous waste characteristics 
(including toxicity determined using the TCLP) as part of the existing network ofregulations 
applicable to used oils destined for disposal (57 FR 21528-21529). 

On September 10, 1992, U.S. EPA published a final rule in the Federal Register, promulgating 
the final no-list decision for used oils that are recycled. This final rule incorporated a 
"presumption of recycling," exempting "used oil"(not mixed with hazardous waste) from a 
hazardous waste determination so long as the used oil is destined for recycling. (See RCRA 
Online document, FAXBACK 14054.) The preamble to the final rule did not focus on analytical 
test methods, including one statement in the context of the rebuttable presumption: "EPA is 
recommending the use of SW-846 method 8010 in rebutting the presumption of mixture" (57 FR 
41579). The final regulations, however, state more generally, "Persons may rebut this 
presumption by demonstrating that the used oil does not contain hazardous waste (for example, 
by using an analytical method from SW -846, Edition III, to show that the used oil does not 
contain significant concentrations of halogenated hazardous constituents listed in Appendix VIII 
of part 261 of this chapter)" (e.g., 40 CFR 279.10(b)(l)(ii), at 57 FR 41614). 

On June 30, 1993, Science Applications International Corporation, under contract to U.S. EPA, 
prepared a draft document titled, "Lead in Used Oil Issues Paper: Summary of Six Issues." In a 
section titled, "Sources of Lead in Storage:," SAIC wrote that used oil is mixed with 
transmission fluid and antifreeze in storage. Transmission fluid sampled contained elevated 
levels oflead; antifreeze may be a contributing factor in the dissolution of particulate lead. SAIC 
addresses test methods in the context of a three-fold difference (presumably comparing lead 
concentrations in automotive crankcase oil-uuleaded gasoline engines to lead concentrations in 
automotive oils/fluids-storage tank samples in the Supplemental Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 
dated September 23, 1991; see Table Ill.C.3A. on page 56 FR 48009). With respect to test 
methods, SAIC writes, "The method used for sample analysis (SW-846 Method 6010) detects all 
forms of lead in a sample. In addition, the sample preparation procedure utilized in the study 
[published in 1991] probably did not allow all of the lead (especially particulate lead) to be 
dissolved and subsequently detected" (pages 2 - 3). 

Through fmal rule in the August 31, 1993 Federal Register, EPA amended its hazardous waste 
regulations under subtitle C ofRCRA of 1976, as amended, by substituting the Third Edition for 
the Second Edition, including Updated I and II, of"Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, 
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Physical/Chemical Methods," EPA Publication SW-846. The authority cited for the rulemaking 
includes Section 3014 of the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended by the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (commonly known as RCRA), as amended. Section 
3014 includes provisions of the Used Oil Recycling Act of 1980. The preamble to the fmal rule 
identifies regulations requiring use ofSW-846 methods. Used oil regulations codified at 40 CFR 
279 are not identified, so SW-846 functions as a guidance document. (See 58 FR 46040-
46041.) 

A proposed rule in the August 31, 1993 Federal Register identifies certain testing methods used 
in complying with the requirements of Subtitle C of the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA). The new and revised methods, designated as Update II, are proposed to be added 
to the Thlrd Edition of"Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, Physical/Chemical Methods," 
EPA Publication SW-846. The authority cited includes Section 3014 of the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act, as amended by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (commonly 
known as RCRA), as amended. Section 3014 includes provisions ofthe Used Oil Recycling Act 
of 1980. SW-846 functions as a guidance document setting forth acceptable, although not 
required, methods to be implemented by the user, as appropriate, in responding to RCRA-related 
sampling and analysis requirements. (See 58 FR 46052.) With respect to total halogens (e.g., 
chlorine), EPA proposed a new method to replace ASTM D808, Method 5050 Bomb 
Combustion for Solid Waste, proposed a new Micowave Assisted Acid Digestion of Sediments, 
Sludges, Soils, and Oils (Method 3051 ), proposed 9253, revised 9252, and proposed 3 new test 
methods for total chlorine in new and used petroleum products (9075, 9076, and 9077). SW-846 
continues to evolve, with a November 2000 status table identifYing SW-846, Thlrd Edition final 
updates I, II, IIA, IIB, III, IIIA and draft updates IV A and IVB. 
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bee: Author's file (w/o attachments) 
PPPIS Section Reading File (w/o attachments) 
Branch Reading File 

Jeff Gahris, AE-17J (w/o attachments) 
Karl Karg, C-14J (w/o attachments) 

F:\user\sbrauer\usedoil\sybill\3007 SRS 05072001 response review memo.wpd, drafted 05118/2001SRB 
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AUTHOR SECTION SECTION SPEC.INTIV BRANCH 

CHIEF CHIEF SEC. CHIEF CHIEF 
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. 
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DIVISION 
DIRECTOR 

1. The information submitted as generator waste characterization included a number of analyses 
(date sampled and Cl in ppm follow) conducted by Tom King ofSRS: 07/14/00, 1878 ppm; 
04/01/00,920 ppm; 3110/00, 1163 ppm; 2/11/00, 1062 ppm; 2/4/00, 640 ppm; 2/3/00, 728 ppm. 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: RCRA Used Oil -Evaluation of 3007 Response 
Sybill, doing business as SRS Environmental, Inc. 

MIR 000 022 400 

FROM: Sue Rodenbeck Brauer, RCRA Used Oil Expert 

THROUGH: Karl Bremer, Chief 
Waste Management Branch, WPTD 

TO: Joseph M. Boyle, Chief 
Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch, WPTD 

DW-8J 

This memorandum summarizes the technical review of Sybill' s response, dated May 7, 2001, to a 
RCRA Section 3007 information request. Each numbered item below corresponds to the 
numbered request issued by U.S. EPA in a letter dated March 19,2001. 

1. 
Overview 
U.S. EPA requested Sybill to provide the analyses for a shipment of used oil fuel claimed to be 
on-specification for a shipment (of used oil fuel to Edwards Oil Service) prior to Michigan's 
authorization for 40 CFR Part 279. The federally authorized State regulation corresponds to 40 
CFR 266.43 (1986-1992). Total halogens are reported over 1,000 ppm, so U.S. EPA presumes 
that the used oil has been mixed with a listed, halogenated hazardous waste ( 40 CFR 266.40( c)). 
Analysis for TCLP metals was requested by Sybill and reported to Sybil! instead of total metals 
analysis [See Attachment 1 to Sybill's response for the RTI Laboratories, Inc. "Report of 
Analytical Services" dated March 8, 1999 (7 pages) and the analyses requested (a separate R TI 
Laboratories form in Attachment I)]. For fuels, total metals analysis is appropriate because 
metals are not destroyed through combustion and are emitted at estimated rates averaging 31 to 
75% (50 FR 49180, 11129/85). TCLP regulatory thresholds apply to used oil only when it is 
destined for disposal [40 CFR 279.10(a) and 40 CFR 279.80- 279.8l(a)] or in instances of 
mixture with hazardous waste [40 CFR 279.1 O(b )(2)]. Attachment 2 summarizes the regulatory 
background for analysis of metals and total halogens in used oil fuel. 



Rebutttal of EPA's presumption of mixture for one shipment to Edwards Oil Service 
In order to rebut U.S. EPA's presumption of mixture, Sybil! presented its waste screening results, 
including chlorine, for all manifested shipments and the associated "Generator Waste 
Characterization Report." I organized the data submitted by generator in Attachment A and 
summarized it below. I also researched test methods that I did not recognize as similar to U.S. 
EPA SW-846 test methods for used oil. I summarized U.S. EPA's regulatory statements 
regarding analytical methods and used oil in Attachment B. 

In summary, out of thirteen generators, only three (GM MFD Grand Blanc, GM Powertrain 
Livonia, and GM MFD Grand Rapids) had adequate waste characterization information with 
respect to halogens. Two (Lansing and YPSI) out of the thirteen had questionable waste 
characterization information. Eight out of the thirteen had waste characterization information 
inconsistent with the shipments received. As a result, Sybil! carmot fully rebut the used oil 
presumption of mixture with a halogenated hazardous waste for the shipment sent to Edwards 
Oil. Also, Sybill's demonstration that the used oil fuel met the specification for metals is 
questionable because the TCLP was conducted instead of analysis for total metals. However, 
Sybill did demonstrate that it maintains records of analyses corresponding to outbound shipments 
in compliance with 279.74 Tracking (prior to June 1, 1999, part of Michigan's authorized 
equivalent to 40 CFR 266.43(b )(1 ); see Februrary 8, 1996 Federal Register for authorization). 

Conclusions 
The U.S. EPA may allege that Sybill's determination of metal concentrations in used oil fuel is 
inadequate because a leaching procedure was used instead of total analysis, but we would have a 
very weak case since SW-846 is only guidance and since we do not have our own total metals 
analyses to compare with Sybill's results. With respect to the total halogens and the U.S. EPA's 
presumption of mixture, Sybill did not present rebuttals for each generator's used oil wastestream 
prior to processing at Sybill. Sybill carmot rebut the presumption of mixture, based on the 
records submitted as its information request response. As the blended fuel shipped to Edwards 
Oil Service contained total halogens below the specification level of 4,000 ppm, this violation 
poses a threat to the regulatory program and not necessarily to the environment. 

Recommendations 
I recommend that the U.S. EPA allege Sybill failed to comply with the hazardous waste BIF 
rules for management prior to burning found at 40 CFR 266.101 Management prior to 
burning. Sybill is not complying with the management standards for hazardous waste treatment, 
storage, and disposal facilities referenced in 40 CFR 266.101. I recommend a moderate extent of 
deviation because Sybil! presented information to rebut the presumption for some wastestreams 
blended into the shipment. I recommend moderate-minor potential for harm because the total 
halogen level in the used oil shipped was below 4,000 ppm (harm to HHE) and because 
managing hazardous waste as used oil fuel is very damaging to the RCRA regulatory program. 
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2. 
U.S. EPA asked Sybilla) to describe the waste characterization process during the period from 
June 1, 1999 to March 27, 2000; b) to explain why BS& W was not reported for the listed used 
oil generators. The period requested begins with Michigan's authorization for the 1992 RCRA 
used oil management standards and ends with the date of the inspection. Sue Brauer suspected 
that if Sybill had not conducted BS&W, then other analyses may not have been completed, 
either. The purpose of the request was to determine compliance with 40 CFR 279.55; 
specifically, was Sybill following its plan to comply with 40 CFR 279.53 and 279.72? 

In response, Sybill presented pages 26 (5-1) to 30 and 49 to 49(i) of Revision 1.40 of the QA/QC 
Program (without an effective date for these excerpted pages in the response). These pages 
incorporate Sue Brauer's draft guidance on the RCRA used oil rebuttable presumption. The 
pages submitted did not exist during the period of inquiry because Sue Brauer provided the draft 
guidance to Sybill during the multi-media inspection in March 2000. 

In conducting the intended 3007 response review, Sue Brauer relied upon the "SRS 
Environmental QA/QC Program" document provided on March 27, which was verbally claimed 
as CBI and which is Revision 1.3 dated November 3, 1999. A plan for the period from June 1, 
1999 to November 3, 1999 was not identified or supplied. According to the plan (Revision 1.3), 
"Inbound materials are subjected to the approval process on an annual basis. Full-scale analysis 
required in Figure 5-C is also necessary when: 
• a generator begins a new process or changes an existing process 
• In bound materials are received for the first time 
• Regulatory changes identification/classification rules" 
(page 5-2, Revison 1.3, November 3, 1999). Unfortunately, total halogens were not required by 
Sybill's plan during the period covered by the request (to the extent it can be determined). 
According to Sybill's plan, "This baseline data will be compared to future shipments of inbound 
material" (page 5-5, Revision 1.3, November 3, 1999). Also according to Sybill's plan, "Figure 
5.G indicates the parameters performed on each shipment at SRS Environmental to confirm 
accurate identification of the inbound material" (page 5-8, Revision 1.3, November 3, 1999). 
Figure 5.G is titled, "SRS Environmental Fingerprint Analysis Used to Sample Inbound 
Material" and identifies '%Chlorine' under the ''Chemical Parameters" heading. No analytical 
method for % chlorine is identified in the portions of Sybill' s analysis plan applicable to 
incoming wastes. So, in order to comply with its plan, Sybill should have compared a) % 
chlorine results for each incoming shipment to b) % chlorine results in the annual waste profile. 

In its response, Sybill provided work orders and Generator Waste Characterization Reports, 
generator analytical data, and Sybill-generated data. The data on those documents is summarized 
in Attachment C. 

Conclusions 
Number of shipments or days of shipments from Nelson Metal Products without %chlorine for 
both waste profile and incoming shipment is # of shipments violating requirement to implement 
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the plan. 

Recommendations 

Attachment C- Review of Sybill's Response to Request 2 
For Nelson Metal Products, the line following "Halogens: Less than 1000 ppm" is blank on 
Generator Waste Characterization Reports for 1998, 1999, and 2000. While the waste common 
name is "waste water," the form dated 12/02/2000 includes additional information. The line after 

"DOT Shipping Name"is completed with "Water & Soluble Quench Oil." The line after 
"USEPA Hazardous Waste Code" is completed with a Michigan waste code, "019LN." The 
State of Michigan regulates "Coolants and Water Soluble Oils" under Part 121 with the waste 
code "Ol9L." This additional information confirms that this waste stream is a "used oil" as 
defined by RCRA regulations. Sybil! did not provide any analytical determination oftotal 
halogens by the generator. In February 2000, SRS started doing Cl (sampled l/8/2000 and 
analyzed l/27 /2000, sampled 2/3/2000 and analyzed 2/8/200, sampled 2/4/2000 and analyzed 
2/8/2000, all less than 1,000 ppm) and PCBs. The SRS lab sheets don't specify a method for Cl. 

For DOT Detroit at 1301 E. Warren, the line following "Halogens: Less than 1000 ppm" is 
checked on Generator Waste Characterization Reports for 1999 and 2000. The "Waste Common 

Name" is "Waste Oil." Sybil! provided a copy of an analytical results summary sheet (dated . 
March 8, 1996) attached to correspondence from ACIS Environmental Laboratories, listing Total 
Halogens with a concentration of 500 PPM. No analytical method for the determination is 
provided. PCBs are reported as less than the reported detection limits for seven Arochlor 
mixtures; this sums to a total PCB concentration ofless than 4.5 ppm. No SRS analytical results 
was provided. 

For DOT at 1301 E. Warren, the line following "Halogens: Less than 1000 ppm" is completed 
with "<300 ppm" on the Generator Waste Characterization Reports for 2000 and with "<380" on 

the Generator Waste Characterization Report for 1999. The "Waste Common Name" is "waste 
water/oil." Sybil! provided a copy of the laboratory analysis summary (dated June 26,1996); 
"Parts Wash Pit" is handwritten on the transmittal letter. Total Halogens are listed with a 
concentration of 380 ppm; no analytical method is reported. PCBs are reported as less than the 
reported detection limits for seven Arochlor mixtures; this sums to a total PCB concentration of 
less than 4.5 ppm. No SRS analytical results were presented. 

For DOT at 5600 Wabash, the line following "Halogens: Less than 1000 ppm" is blank on the 
Generator Waste Characterization Report for 2000. The "Waste Common Name" is "Waste 
Water/Oil." Sybil! attached a summary of laboratory analysis from ACIS Environmental 
Laboratories dated January 10, 1996. Total halogens are not listed. 2,4,5-Trichlorophenol is 
reported at 200 (mg/1, presumably); chlorobenzene, chloroform, and pentachlorophenol were 
each reported at 50 (mg/1, presumably). Additional halogenated constituents were detected 
below TCLP regulatory thresholds. PCBs are reported as less than the reported detection limits 
for seven Arochlor mixtures; this sums to a total PCB concentration of less than 4.5 ppm. No 

4 



SRS analytical presented. 

For DOT Detroit at 5149 St. Jean, the line following "Halogens: Less than 1000 ppm" is blank 
on the Generator Waste Characterization Report for 2000 and is completed with "<400" for 
1999. The "Waste Common N arne" is "waste oil water." Sybill provided a copy of the laborary 
analysis summary, from ACIS Environmental Laboratories, dated January 18, 1996. The cover 
letter for the laboratory report identifies the sample as "oil/water/sludge/drain waste." Total 
halogens are reported as 350 ppm; no analytical method is identified. Individual halogenated 
TCLP constituents were detected below the regulatory threshold concentrations. PCBs are 
reported at and below MDL [method detection limits]; reported concentrations of Arochlor 
mixtures sum to 3.5 [units not specified]. A second laboratory report from ACIS Environmental 
Laboratories is dated January 5, 1996 for a sample of "oil/water/sludge/drain waste." Total 
halogens are reported at a concentration of 400 ppm; the analytical method is not identified. 
Again, halogenated TCLP constituents are reported above detection limits but below the TCLP 
regualtory threshold. For example, 2,4,5-trichlorophenol is reported at 200 (presumably mg/1). 
PCBs are reported as less than the reported detection limits for seven Arochlor mixtures; this 
sums to a total PCB concentration ofless than 4.5 ppm. The PCB method is not provided, unless 
TCLP was modified to include Arochlors as target analytes. 

For DOT Detroit at 14044 Schaefer, the line following "Halogens: Less than 1000 ppm" is blank 
on the Generator Waste Characterization Report for 2000 and is completed with "300 ppm" for 
1999. The "Waste Common Name" is "waste water & oil." Sybil! provided a laboratory report 
from ACIS Environmental Laboratories without the transmittal letter. The sample date is 
January 8, 1996. Total halogens are reported as 300 ppm without identification of the analytical 
method. Individual halogenated TCLP constituents are detected at concentrations below the 
TCLP regulatory threshold (e.g., 2,4,5-trichlorophenol at 200, M-0- and P-Cresols all at 100). 
PCBs are reported as less than the detection limits for seven Arochlor mixtures; this sums to a 
total PCB concentration ofless than 4.5 ppm. The PCB method is not provided, unless TCLP 
was modified to include Arochlors as target analytes. Sybill also provided four copies of 
completed "Data Sununary Sheet[s ]"for DOT. For SRS sample number 7698421: the date 
sampled is January 29, 2000 and the date analyzed is February 1, 2000; Cl is reported as 2264 
ppm. For SRS sample number 7698420: the date sampled is January 22, 2000; the date analyzed 
is January 25, 2000; Cl is reported as 1108. Cl was reported below 1000 ppm for the other two 
samples. Sybil! reported detection limits for Aroclor mixtures 1248, 1060, 1260, 1254, and 1242 
as 5.0 ppm; the total PCB detection limit is a sum of25 ppm. 

For Alpha Stamping, the line following "Halogens: Less than 1000 ppm" is blank on the 
Generator Waste Characterization Report for 1999 and 1998. The "Waste Common Name" is 
"coolant/water." Sybill provided a laboratory analytical report from Sununit Environmental 
Technologies, Inc. dated October 23, 1997 that reports total halogens at a concentration of287.6 
mg/kg by ASTM D808. Sybill provided its DATA SUMMARY SHEET for SRS Sample 
Number 7698448, sampled February 1, 2000, analyzed February 2, 2000 and Cl reported as 348. 
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For Oscar W. Larson Com, the line following "Halogens: Less than 1000 ppm" is completed 
with a check on the Generator Waste Characterization Report for 1998. The "Waste Common 
Name" is "used oil." The "USEPA Hazardous Waste Code" is Ol7L; under Michigan's Part 121 

rule, waste number Ol7L is assigned to Crankcase Oil. Sybil! provided laboratory data from 
Summit Environmental Technologies, Inc. dated November 19, 1997; this.did not include a total 

halogen determination, only TCLP metals. Sybil! provided laboratory data from Midwest 
Analytical Services, Inc. with a completion date of January 15, 1997; this included only PCB 
results ("N/D") with estimated quantification limits of 1.0 mglkg for each Arochlor mixture. 
Sybil! provided an undated analytical report from Environmental Waste Control, Inc. showing 
chlorine at 0.0702%; no analytical method was specified. The latter report provided samples 
results of "N/D" for PCB analyses using SW -846, Method 8080A. 

For GMC- GM Powertrain Group- Liv., the line following "Halogens: Less than 1000 ppm" is 
completed with "460 ppm" on the Generator Waste Characterization Report for 2000. The line 
following "Halogens: Less than 1000 ppm" is completed with "460 ppm" on the Generator 
Waste Characterization Report for 1999. The "Waste Common Name" is "Waste Oil" with 
processes generating waste including "coolants, washer, oil, and rain water." The "USEPA 
Hazardous Waste Code" is 021L; under Michigan's Part 121 rules, code 021L is assigned to 
"Other Oil (Describe in item 11 or Item J [on the DEQ's Uniform Hazardous Waste Manifest])." 
The "DOT Shipping Name" is waste scum oil. Sybil! provided an analytical laboratory report 
dated April3, 1998 from Fire & Environmental Consulting Laboratories, Inc. Halogens are 
reported with a concentration of 460 mglkg determined by method ASTM 2015 (page 2 of 6). 
Sybil! provided its own Data Surmnary Sheets. For SRS Sample Number 4870874, sampled 
February 10,2000 and analyzed February 29,2000, Cl was 1467. For SRS Sample Number 
4370872, sampled February 4, 2000 and analyzed February 9, 2000, Cl was reported as 228. For 
SRS Sample Number 7409377, sampled January 18, 2000 and analyzed January 24, 2000, Cl 
was 856. The other two Data Surmnary Sheets were for samples outside the time period of 
inquiry. 

For GMC Lansing (LAD), the line following "Halogens: Less than 1000 ppm" is completed with 
"x" on the Generator Waste Characterization Report for 2000 (signed 8/8/2000) and is completed 

with an "x" on the Report signed June 16, 1998. The "Waste Common Name" is "6-
0ILSWTSRS." The "DOT Shipping Name" is "Non Hazardous Waste (used oil)." Sybil! 
provided an Analytical Laboratory Report dated March 14, 2000 prepared by Fire & 
Environmental Consulting Laboratories, Inc.; halogens were not detected using ASTM D2015. 
Sybil! provided an Analytical Laboratory Report dated April!, 1997 prepared by Fire & 
Environmental Consulting Laboratories, Inc.; halogens are reported as <100 by ASTM D2015. 
Sybil! provided its own Data Surmnary Sheets. For SRS sample number 7616122, sampled 
January 18,2000 and analyzed January 24,2000, Cl was 851. For SRS sample number 7610218, 
sampled February 3, 2000 and analyzed February 8, 2000, Cl was 84. For SRS sample number 
7609814, sampled February 11, 2000 and analyzed February 17, 2000, Cl was reported as 1561. 
For SRS sample number 2610181, sampled February 16,2000 and analyzed February 23,2000, 
C1 was reported as 1013. For SRS sample number 7610237, sampled February 23,2000 and 
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analyzed March 1, 2000, Cl was reported as 926. 

**************** 

3. Response seems okay, unless they slipped up and missed a generator. Will be easy to check 
once rest of revie~ completed. 

4. Information provided omits review of hazardous waste codes also generated by used oil 
generator. This is inconsistent with the QA/QC plan, which incorporates the draft guidance 
recommended protocol. 

S.So they ship only from Tank 4? Why are they doing SW-846 Method 9020, "Total Organic 
Halides"? I suspect that this method was developed for LDR California List wastes ... Need to 
check on this. Also, the same method is listed for "chlorine volatile" and "chlorine total" 
differing analytical results (e.g., <100 ppm and <3300 ppm). 

6. Thank you for enclosing photo of Tank 29. A photo of this tank was not included in the April 
14, 2000, letter. It was part of the September 2000 response. 

7. This says they are using ASTM D4294 for (incoming?) halogen determination (SW-846 9020 
only for out-bound fuel???). 

8. Preliminary review indicates this is okay. 
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